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ABSTRACT 
ACADEMIC AND SOCIAL OUTCOMES OF GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS IN INCLUSION 
VERSUS NON-INCLUSION CLASSROOMS: A CASE STUDY 
FEBRUARY 2001 
BARBARA J. SENECAL, B.S, AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 
M.ED., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 
MBA, WESTERN NEW ENGLAND COLLEGE 
C.A.G.S., WESTFIELD STATE COLLEGE 
ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Gretchen B. Rossman, Ph.D. 
Over the past six years, efforts at integrating students with disabilities in general, 
education classrooms, otherwise known as “inclusion,” have occurred in varying degrees in 
response to legislative requirements; national, state, and local school district initiatives; and 
advocacy groups vocalizing their inclusionary philosophies and beliefs. Subsequently, the 
number of students with mild to severe disabilities who are placed and educated in general 
education classrooms has increased, yet the inclusion movement has been tremendously 
challenging for educators. 
Massachusetts Education Reform, the Title I Reauthorization, and a district-wide Inclusion 
Plan are compatible in several ways and have influenced inclusive efforts in the district studied. 
They all promote collaborative efforts in delivering services to students, as well as require that high 
expectations in content and performance standards be set for all students. Given special 
education’s least restrictive environment mandate, Title I regulations encouraging inclusion as a 
primary service delivery model, and a mandated inclusion plan, the stage was set for this district to 
implement inclusion. 
This study examines inclusion service delivery models in second and fourth grade with 
particular emphasis on general education students’ academic and social outcomes in inclusion 
versus non-inclusion classrooms. Several questions guided the study: 
• What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general education 
students compared to the academic progress of general education students in non-inclusion 
classrooms? 
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• What are the social benefits of inclusion to general education students? 
• Regarding general education students’ success in inclusion classrooms, what are the 
perceptions and experiences of the teachers, the principal, the parents, and the students? 
A two-part literature review, an analysis of in-depth interviews, a Student Assessment 
Inventory, curriculum-based and norm-referenced test scores in reading and mathematics, report 
card grades, and attendance records are presented. Implications for this school, district, and 
other districts are addressed. 
This study documents five general findings regarding the implementation of inclusion, 
variables for successful inclusion, a continuum of placements for all students, the use of multiple 
teaching strategies, curriculum modifications, and alternative assessment measures to address all 
students’ needs, and the outcomes of inclusion academically and socially for general education 
students. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Since the enactment of the Education of All Handicapped Children Act (P.L. 94-142) or 
(EHA) in 1975 and the reauthorization to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) 
1990, public schools are required to offer students with disabilities: a free, appropriate public 
education in the least restrictive environment (LRE); the right to be educated to the maximum 
extent appropriate with students without disabilities; and a continuum of placements ranging from 
least to most restrictive. In response to this legislation, an increased effort was made by state and 
local education agencies across the United States to integrate students with disabilities into 
general education settings. Concerted efforts at promoting integration, however, varied from 
state to state. 
In the late 1970’s and throughout the 1980’s, most students with disabilities who 
attended public schools typically received special education services through resource rooms 
located apart from general education classrooms, otherwise known as pull-out programs. 
Students with disabilities were introduced to general education participation by being placed in 
general education classrooms with appropriate support. This process was known as 
mainstreaming. However, students with disabilities participation was generally limited to art, music, 
physical education, recess, and at times, science and social studies. 
During the 1990’s, the term for integrating students with disabilities into general 
education classrooms became known as “inclusion.” Inclusion is not a legal term but was coined 
by advocates and proponents. Inclusion entails placing all students with disabilities in a general 
education classroom who will participate fully and be accepted within that context. In addition, 
special education services that students with disabilities are entitled to, are typically delivered in 
the general education classroom. As time passed, proponents of inclusion advocated for more 
aggressive efforts at integrating students. Concurrent to this, two major pieces of special 
education legislation were enacted, IDEA’S Amendments of 1991 and 1997. The major theme of 
the IDEA Amendments of 1997 emphasized the inclusion, acceptance, and participation of 
students with disabilities in the general education curriculum. 
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The IDEA of 1990 did not specify how school districts were to implement the principle of 
least restrictive environment, thereby, leaving this concept open for interpretation by local 
education agencies. As a result, courts often became involved in cases when disputes arose 
regarding the placement of students with disabilities. 
Due to a strong advocacy-based component of inclusion, as well as IDEA’S lack of 
specificity regarding the implementation of the least restrictive environment, school districts have 
had little research and guidance to help with their efforts. The limited research that is available 
focuses on the social and academic impact of inclusion on students with disabilities. Fewer 
studies are available on the social outcomes of inclusion for students without disabilities, while 
research on academic outcomes is nearly non-existent. This is reinforced by Staub, Schwartz, 
Gallucci, and Peck’s statement (1994) that “relatively little empirical work has focused on 
description and analysis of the experiences of Students without disabilities in inclusive settings” 
(p. 314). As inclusion evolves, increased interest is expressed by educators, policy makers, and 
researchers to explore and substantiate the effects of inclusion on students without disabilities. 
Historical Context Leading to the Current Study 
In 1993, the inclusion movement was well underway and I, as Title I Director, attempted to 
assist teachers with including students with disabilities in general education classrooms. Many 
teachers were discouraged and bewildered and did not have the expertise to successfully include 
these students. An inclusion planning and implementation process (outlined in Appendix A) 
began with the intent to help and involve the special education, Title I, and general education 
staffs. 
As part of the implementation process, a district-wide Inclusion Plan was adopted by all 
schools. The mission/vision and anticipated outcomes of the plan were adopted by all schools in 
the district. The overall strategy of the plan was to implement inclusion grade-by-grade, year-by¬ 
year, starting with kindergarten in the 1994-95 school year. The mission and vision was to provide 
the personnel, in-service training, common planning time, curriculum development, organizational 
modifications, and continuum of services required to assure that all pupils are educated in the 
least restrictive environment. The long-term anticipated outcomes were educating all pupils and 
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providing support services (SPED, Gifted/Talented, Title I, ESL, Bilingual) in the least restrictive 
environment. Additionally, 100% of the staff were to be trained to accommodate all pupils 
appropriately. 
As a result of this inclusive endeavor, I felt the need to study inclusion in depth for several 
reasons. First, to gain the perspective of educators regarding the factors they believed were 
needed in order for inclusion to be successful. Second, to review the literature on inclusion to 
learn which success factors were identified in previous research studies. Third, to determine 
whether or not students’ needs were being effectively addressed in inclusion classrooms. 
Acquiring knowledge would help me to support educators and act as a resource for them. 
A pilot study was conducted during 1996-97 at a suburban, elementary Title I Schoolwide 
Program school, to which the pseudonym Lainsbrook School is given. A Title I school is a 
Schoolwide Program if 50% or more of its student population is from low-income families. During 
that time, my office was housed at Lainsbrook School which allowed for daily contact with the staff 
as well as participation on the Principal’s Study Group. The Principal’s Study Group is a research- 
based inclusion support team comprised of six staff members. This group serves in several roles. 
The primary roles are to monitor the implementation of inclusion, discuss students’ progress, 
recommend modifications to meet students’ needs, and identify outcomes that measure 
students’ progress in meeting goals. Other roles include assessing professional development 
needs, identifying new teaching strategies, advising and supporting colleagues, and gathering 
and analyzing data. 
The pilot study targeted the research problem: Inclusion is considered successful in 
some elementary classrooms and not in others. Variables that contribute to the success of 
inclusion need to be identified, and a means through which inclusion can be monitored and 
evaluated needs to be established. 
Several general research questions served to guide the pilot study. They are: 
• What are the perspectives of practitioners, parents, and students on successful inclusion? 
• What works in inclusion? What is not working? 
• What do teachers need to make inclusion work better? This is grounded not only in their 
immediate experience, but also in what would be the ideal. 
Qualitative research methods were used to gather data and to understand the inclusive 
experiences of the teachers, the principal, the parents, and the students. This was accomplished 
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through the use of teacher surveys, extensive interviews, as well as classroom observations. At 
the same time, a focus group comprised of a cross-representation of teachers devised an 
Inclusion Monitoring System (in Appendix B). 
Data analysis revealed professional development, communication, evaluation, 
philosophy, preparedness, support, curriculum, culture and beliefs, and restructuring as 
variables needed for inclusion to be successful. Each variable had sub-variables that specifically 
explained the variable. The Inclusion Monitoring System was used during the 1997-98 school 
year to identify the sub-variables that were “in place,” “partially in place,” or “not in place.” 
Sub-variables that were “in place” were longer reading/language arts blocks of time, staff 
working together as a team, site-based management, a vision statement, and a supportive 
leadership style of administrator. Sub-variables that were “partially in place” were staff wanting to 
do inclusion, flexibility in grouping students and in spending more time on class projects, and 
training staff. The sub-variable that was rated an equal number of times as “in place” and “partially 
in place” was materials must be appropriate to address students’ needs. Lastly, sub-variables 
“not in place” were more support personnel, small class size, and more planning time. All of the 
research findings were shared with the staff to assist them in improving their teaching practices. 
A literature review was conducted and is presented in Chapter II. It addresses inclusion- 
related court cases, opponents and proponents views on inclusion, criteria for education reform 
and restructuring, documented research studies, and factors needed for successful inclusion. 
Statement of the Research Problem 
Following the pilot study, teachers at Lainsbrook School continued to experience 
inclusion every day of their teaching lives and made modifications within their classrooms to meet 
the needs of all students. Their inclusion initiatives had focused primarily on trying to make 
inclusion successful for students with disabilities. As inclusion evolved, dialogue among the 
Principal’s Study Group identified three problems. First, teachers did not have the opportunity to 
reflect upon the past to gain a perspective regarding inclusion’s impact on students. Second, the 
social and academic impact of inclusion on general education students had not been examined. 
Third, there is limited research substantiating the effects of inclusion on students with disabilities 
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and even fewer studies on the effects of inclusion on students without disabilities. To address 
these problems, the Principal’s Study Group decided to take the time and opportunity to study 
the effects of inclusion on the general education population. 
Research Questions 
The following general research questions framed this study. 
• What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general education 
students compared to the academic progress of general education students in non-inclusion 
classrooms? 
• What are the social benefits of inclusion for the general education students? 
• Regarding general education students’ success in inclusion classrooms, what are the 
perceptions and experiences of the teachers, the principal, the parents, and the students? 
Purpose and Design of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine and analyze the academic and social 
achievement of general education students in inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion 
classrooms in Grades Two and Grade Four during 1997-98. The study is written within the context 
of a descriptive case study. It involves action-research and incorporates a mixed method-design 
of qualitative and quantitative methods. The qualitative method was dominant and consisted of 
extensive, in depth interviews. Students’ progress and variables that may have affected their 
progress as perceived by general education teachers, parents, and students are addressed. 
Students’ achievement as measured by a Student Assessment Inventory, pre- and posttest 
norm-referenced test scores, curriculum-based test scores, report card grades, and attendance is 
presented. 
Significance of the Study 
This research study is significant in several ways. First, it is specific to the context of the 
natural setting in which the Lainsbrook School staff practice inclusion. Second, it will help the staff 
to evaluate their on-going effort at making inclusion effective. Third, they will gain a perspective 
on inclusion that targets the general education students. Additionally, a literature review will 
provide the Principal’s Study Group with findings from previous inclusion studies. It was intended 
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that the findings of this research will inform and improve the staff’s teaching practice, influence 
policy at the building and perhaps district level, and have contributory value to related inclusion 
research. 
Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 
Creswell (1994) makes a distinction between the delimitations and limitations of a study. 
A delimitation describes how the study is narrowed in scope while a limitation identifies any 
weaknesses in the study. Limitations of the study may include its external validity, that is, the 
limited generalizability of the findings to other settings or studies. Creswell reminds us that 
generalizability should not be the intent of qualitative research, but rather a unique interpretation 
of events. As Patton (1990) cautions, “the evaluator-analyst must be careful to limit conclusions 
to those situations, time periods, persons, contexts, and purposes for which the data are 
applicablef [italics in original] (p. 471). 
This study attempts to form a unique interpretation of events at Lainsbrook School. 
Its scope is narrowed to interviewing participants, surveying teachers, and analyzing test scores, 
report card grades, and attendance records. Furthermore, one cannot generalize the findings of 
this study in relation to other educational settings for several reasons. First, the procedure for 
selecting participants is designed by one group (the Principal’s Study Group), at a particular point 
in time (school year 1997-98). Second, the characteristics of the participants are unique, that is, 
they are not a representative sample of all people involved in inclusion programs. For example, 
one of the characteristics of the general education students is that they were of average or above 
average ability. Finally, the research findings are specific to the setting studied, which is also not 
representative of other suburban, Title I Schoolwide programs. 
Definition of Terms 
I have defined the following terms specifically for this study. 
• Inclusion classroom: a general education classroom in which more than two or all of the special 
education students at that grade level are placed. Instruction and special education services in 
academic, social, or behavioral areas are delivered in the general education classroom. At times, 
but rarely some pull-out instruction or services may occur for one-to-one assistance or 
speech/occupational therapy. 
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• Pull-out: a service delivery model in which special education students are removed from the 
general education classroom to receive instruction or services in another location. The frequency 
in which a student with disabilities receives pull-out services is indicated in their Individual 
Educational Plan. 
• Partial inclusion classroom: a general education classroom in which one or two of the special 
education students at that grade level are placed. Their academic instruction is delivered in the 
general education classroom, but they receive minimal special education services such as speech 
therapy, occupational therapy, and/or monitoring of their progress in the general education 
classroom by the special education staff. Speech therapy and/or occupational therapy may be 
delivered through a pull-out model. 
• Non-inclusion classroom: a general education classroom in which no special education students 
at that grade level are placed. 
Outline of Remaining Chapters 
Chapter II presents a two-part literature review. Part I of the literature review was 
previously described on page four. Part II presents a review of the literature that focuses on the 
academic and social outcomes of students without disabilities in inclusion settings. Social 
interaction strategies reported in the literature that are used to enhance relationships between 
students with and without disabilities are summarized. 
Chapter III discusses the approach and rationale of the study, research questions, the 
purpose and design, and the study’s limitations. The setting, population of interest, and criteria 
for selecting participants are defined. Entry into Lainsbrook School as a research site as well as 
data collection methods are described. A section on sampling and evaluating program processes 
and outcomes is presented. The “Data Analysis and Management’ section specifies the 
procedures followed to analyze the data. The triangulation of data, the role of the researcher, the 
efficiency, ethical considerations, and the trustworthiness of the study are addressed. 
Chapter IV presents a detailed account of the findings that emerged through qualitative 
and quantitative methods regarding the academic and social outcomes of inclusion for general 
education students. Chapter V highlights the significance of the study to the school and school 
district. It explains how the study contributes to the literature on inclusion, as well as what 
direction future inclusion studies should take. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Parti 
Introduction 
This chapter consists of two parts. Part I addresses five major areas. First, significant 
inclusion-related court cases are reported. Second, an historical glance at education reform and 
restructuring is presented with an emphasis on how inclusion is connected to reform. Third, the 
criteria for education reform and restructuring is examined. Fourth, evaluative research on the 
effects of inclusion on students with disabilities is presented. Fifth, a synopsis highlights the 
factors needed for successful inclusion. 
Part II focuses on the social and academic outcomes of inclusion for students without 
disabilities. This area of research is very limited for two reasons. First, inclusion has not been 
implemented for a long duration of time. Second, research that has been conducted focuses 
primarily on students with disabilities. 
Inclusion-Related Court Cases 
School districts across the United States have inconsistently interpreted and applied the 
least restrictive environment principle of IDEA. Inconsistency lead to conflict between schools 
and parents which often resulted in court case hearings and decisions. Decisions regarding 
inclusion versus non-inclusion placements of children with disabilities generally supported a 
continuum of placements. This position negated automatic placement in either a general 
education setting or a special education/separate setting. Yell (1995) reports four of the most 
significant court cases that were heard between 1989 and 1994. These cases inform us of the 
circumstances under which students have and have not been included in general education 
classrooms. 
First, Daniel R. R. v. State Board of Education (1989) in which a child with Down’s 
syndrome was placed in a substantially segregated setting because his needs were so significant 
that he required an inordinate amount of the teacher’s time, resulting in a negative impact on the 
other students’ education. 
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Second, Greer v. Rome City School District (1991) in which a child with Down’s syndrome 
was placed in a general education setting because the district had not considered a full range of 
supplementary aids and services that could be provided to the student in the general education 
setting. 
Third, Oberti v. Board of Education of Clementon School District (1993) in which the 
court found a school district in violation of the LRE of IDEA because the district recommended a 
segregated placement of a Down’s syndrome student without making an adequate effort to 
include him in a general education classroom. The district had not established that with 
supplementary aids and services, the student could not be educated in the general education 
classroom. 
Last, Sacramento City Unified School District v. Rachel H. (1994) in which the court 
decided to place a moderately retarded 11-year-old student in a general education setting 
because the district did not prove that the educational benefits of the special education class 
were better than or equal to those of the general education classroom. The child was making 
progress in the general education classroom, did not have a negative effect on the other students 
in the class, and was not utilizing too much of the teacher’s time. In addition, the cost of educating 
the child in the general education classroom was not higher than a special education placement. 
Education Reform 
According to Sage and Burrello (1994), the Education of All Handicapped Children Act 
(1975) was originally intended to be a catalyst for change and a means to increase “instructional 
equity and benefits to students with disabilities’’ (p.12). However, Sage and Burrello claim that 
this legislation has unintentionally resulted in a system that encourages labeling and categorical 
programming and legitimizes exclusion through a continuum of placements from least to most 
restrictive. It limits the opportunity for students to achieve valued outcomes and to be accepted 
by peers, through segregating and discriminating against them based on ability. The 
consequence has been an education system that is failing many students and needs to change in 
order to include everyone. 
Historically, education has been the subject of reform. Reform efforts have occurred 
simultaneous to special education legislation that was adopted since 1975 to the present. The 
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first wave of education reform occurred in the late 1970’s to early 1980’s which targeted the need 
for “higher standards, new, and often mandated curricula, strengthened teacher certification 
requirements, and an increase in per-pupil expenditures” (Lipsky, 1992, p. 43). 
In the mid-1980’s, following the publication of a Nation at Risk, according to Lipsky (1992) 
the second wave targeted the empowerment of teachers, site-based management of schools, 
and parental choice. There was a shift from state to local focus, and from “mandated activities to 
collaborative, cooperative, and protracted efforts” (p. 43). 
In November 1986, Assistant Secretary of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, 
Madeline Will, identified several obstacles that adversely affected the quality and effectiveness of 
education programs for students with disabilities. Among these obstacles were eligibility 
requirements that lead to fragmentation of services as well as administrative practices that lead to 
lowered accountability and expectation standards. She believed students were stigmatized by 
an identification process and subject to a placement process that was not a cooperative one 
among interested parties. 
Will reported evidence indicating that special education and remedial programs, 
particularly pull-out programs, were not succeeding for some students. To correct the perceived 
weaknesses of pull-out programs, Will proposed an alternative service delivery approach, 
otherwise known as the Regular Education Initiative (REI). She believed schools should view a 
child’s poor performance as a deficiency in the environment of the general education classroom, 
not in the child. Therefore, Will “called for a major reorganization of educational services that 
would emphasize the regular classroom” (Kubicek, 1994, p. 28). Hence, the ultimate goal of REI 
was to modify the general education classroom. 
According to Sage and Burrello (1994), proponents of REI did not support investing in a 
s' 
flawed system that was ineffective and costly. They believed an integrated general education and 
special education system “would allow students to benefit from targeted resources formerly made 
available only to student with disabilities” (p. 10) and would recognize and teach to the individual 
differences of all children. It would be a system in which students would neither be identified as 
having a disability nor receive services apart from the general education setting. In spite of the 
absence of strong research supporting full inclusion of students with disabilities, policy makers 
persisted in promoting the reduction, if not elimination of pull-out programs. However, many non¬ 
full inclusionists strived for research-based not advocacy-based policies. 
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Lipsky (1992) calls for “a third wave of reform, a comprehensive effort that places the 
student at the center of reform” (p. 43). The third wave would respect students and build on their 
strengths and abilities. Students would be active, engaged workers who learn best through 
discovery and higher-order thinking skills. Opportunities would be provided for cooperative 
learning, peer tutoring, and students’ self-monitoring of performance. The third wave would 
promote lifetime learning through a community-referenced curriculum. Schools would serve and 
succeed for all students. Failure would not focus on the student, but rather on the school’s failure 
to meet the students’ needs. Trusting teacher-student relationships would be established as well 
as parent/school/community partnerships. 
Special education reformers have been described in several ways. Kubicek (1994) refers 
to Fuchs and Fuchs definition of “ ‘abolitionists’ ” and “ ‘conservationists’ ” (p. 29) proposed in 
1991. Abolitionists advocate for the the total elimination or significant curtailment of the current 
dual delivery system while conservationists believe reform should be instituted within the current 
system. 
Kubicek (1994) defines three models of special education reform resulting from the REI. 
First, abolitionists, such as Stainback and Stainback (1984) and Gartner and Lipsky (1989) who 
promote an Extreme Change Model, believe students with disabilities will succeed within the 
general education setting, given adequate support. Furthermore, all students should be given 
support services to accommodate their individual needs, thus eliminating the need for 
classification and eligibility requirements. Under this model, funding would be channeled into a 
single system, thereby reducing the administrative costs of a dual system. 
Kubicek describes a Moderate Change Model as one in which there is a reduction in the 
number of students served in resource rooms, and an increase in the number of students served 
in general education settings. This does not call for the entire dismantling of the dual system. 
Rather, it equates with Wang, Rubenstein, and Reynolds’s (1985) call for fewer students 
receiving services in pull-out programs and a shift to serving students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom. Proponents of this model realize that some students, at times, may 
benefit from receiving services apart from the general education classroom. Kubicek believes 
changes under the Moderate Change and Extreme Change Models have the potential to violate 
special education regulations. 
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Under a Little Change Model, conservationists exhibit extreme caution in making changes 
within the current dual system. They believe improvements should be made within the framework 
of the present system rather than dismantling or abandoning it. This model requires few funding 
changes and complies more readily with legal principles such as equal access of children to a 
continuum of services. 
Criteria for Education Reform and Restructuring 
According to Bauwens, Hourcade, and Friend (1989) “education reform, both at the 
policy and programmatic levels, require statutory and regulatory changes that better reflect a more 
diverse and vulnerable student population and recognize the need for universal outcomes and 
for curricular, instructional, and technological improvements” (Sage & Burrello, 1994, p.12). Sage 
and Burrello believe restructuring involves a change in the way decisions are made, and is 
accomplished not by a single initiative, but rather a series of actions designed to embrace diverse 
learners at the individual school level. Foremost, these actions target change in the actual 
function of teaching and learning. For example, students become involved in the planning, goal 
setting, and evaluation of their learning. Internal and external audiences to the school are 
involved in clearly defined roles, relationships, and governance structures. 
Sage and Burrello (1994) present four arenas of restructuring proposed by The 
Wisconsin Center on Restructuring. Within the first arena, students participate in all aspects of 
school life and spend most of their time in heterogeneous groups. The second arena addresses 
the professional and daily work of teachers. In a restructured school, teachers work in teams, have 
diversified roles, and exercise control over curriculum and school policy. They are responsible for 
educating all students. Time is allotted to collaborate and plan with other teachers, as well as to 
reflect on their teaching practice. Within the parameters of the third arena, site-based decision¬ 
making occurs around issues of budgets, staffing, and curriculum. Program decisions are based 
on disaggregated student performance data. The fourth arena provides coordination between 
parents and community human, health, and social resources . 
Sage and Burrello (1994) outline Lipp’s (1992) ten factors common to the literature on 
special education and on restructuring. They identify several perspective shifts under each factor 
that need to occur to successfully merge special education with restructuring. Only one 
significant shift per factor will be addressed. 
12 
Policy needs to shift from viewing special education exclusively to viewing it inclusively. 
Administration must shift from being centralized to decentralized. Identification, assessment, and 
placement of students shifts from the medical model to an education-based model. The 
demographics of the student population shift from unilingualism to multilingualism. Curriculum 
and instruction shift from a standard curriculum to a planning process of desired learning 
outcomes. Support services shift from an emphasis on federal supports to local supports. 
Funding of schools shifts from dollars per pupil to dollars per program. Teacher training shifts from 
specialists to all teachers trained to educate students with disabilities. Advocacy for students with 
disabilities shifts from locating and securing services to monitoring services. Interagency liaison 
shifts from a disconnectedness from education to an interagency collaboration. 
Sage and Burrello refer to critical outcomes that should be considered in evaluating 
restructuring as proposed by Newmann (1991). Students’ performance should be measured 
through authentic rather than traditional achievement measures. All students and parents are to 
be given equal access to education services and programs. Teachers and students must be 
empowered to make decisions for themselves and their futures. Learning communities will be 
created in which responsibility for educating a diverse population is shared. Reflective dialogue 
will encourage staff and students to express their viewpoints in a non-threatening setting 
regarding the context and culture of their schools. Accountability systems will be established 
through which student outcomes and performance are reported. 
Ferguson (1995) calls for a systemic inclusion which merges the reform and restructuring 
of general education with special education. She believes inclusion should not focus on how 
long students spend in a general education classroom, but rather on providing students the 
opportunity to learn in many different places. This continuum of supports should be available to all 
students. Old practices will be replaced with new practices in which teams of teachers work 
collaboratively to teach every student. 
Ferguson’s inclusion initiative to reinvent schools to accommodate all dimensions of 
human diversity requires three shifts. The first shift eliminates structuring and organizing schools 
according to ability. It moves toward structuring schools around student diversity and organizing 
students in different ways for learning. The second shift moves away from the teacher as 
disseminator of content toward teaching approaches that emphasize the role of the learner in 
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creating knowledge and pursuing further learning. Shift three involves changing the role of the 
school to one of providing educational supports rather than educational services for learning. 
In restructuring schools for the 21st century, Peel and McCary (1997) propose “ ‘schools 
of voice’ ” (p. 702) in which stakeholders are equal participants in making decisions regarding 
learning, quality, and improvement. In these schools, the principal is responsible for fostering the 
cultural norms needed for collaboration. Powerful visions are established that affect the behavior 
of all stakeholders. The visions are not developed in isolation, are clearly communicated, and 
sustain long-term change. 
The goal of many reform efforts is to achieve long-term effects. These effects may not be 
evident for several years. As a result, reform may be considered to have failed not due to 
ineffectiveness, but rather its inability to demonstrate immediate results. Rallis and Zajano (1997) 
address this concern by suggesting to those involved in reform “to keep the faith until the 
outcomes are obvious” (p. 707). This is attained through program evaluation that defines 
outcomes and documents progress throughout the reform efforts. 
Since 1975, the intent of special education legislation has been to provide equal 
educational opportunities for students with disabilities. In spite of this, these students have been 
excluded from reform initiatives, such as “new curricular standards, national and state assessment 
programs, and the programs of school choice” (Lipsky & Gartner, 1997, p. 216). This concern 
surfaced in 1995 when the National Council on Disability submitted a report to President Clinton 
indicating that between 1990 and 1992, six of the eight major federal initiatives involving school- 
age children did not include provisions for students with disabilities. Subsequently, a significant 
breakthrough for students with disabilities occurred with the enactment of the Goals 2000: 
Educate America Act 1994 (PL 103-227). 
According to Bassett and Smith (1996) the language in the Educate America Act 1994 
and its intent targeted all students. More specifically, five of its eight national goals applied to 
students with disabilities. First, all children will come to school ready to learn. Second, 90% of 
high school students will graduate. Third, every adult will be literate and have the skills to compete 
in a global economy. Fourth, professional development programs will be accessible to all 
teachers. Fifth, school/parent partnerships will increase parental participation in their children’s 
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education. If states use these goals as a guideline in designing future education initiatives and 
reform for all students, then students with disabilities will not be excluded from the educational 
opportunities to which they are entitled. 
Inclusion Research and Program Evaluation 
Throughout the 1970’s and 1980’s, the emphasis of special education research shifted 
from how and what to teach students with disabilities to where to teach them (Sage & Burrello, 
1994). Simultaneously, educators and researchers began thinking about how the general 
education setting affected the social development of students with disabilities. The least 
restrictive environment principle was being interpreted in new ways. Hence, the general 
education classroom, rather than a more restrictive setting, was being considered a preferred 
placement for students with disabilities. 
During the 1990’s, some advocates of inclusion began to equate inclusion with 
desegregation. They claimed that inclusion and desegregation are social and ethical issues 
consisting of a morally-based philosophy. These proponents felt inclusion initiatives did not need 
to be supported by empirical evidence or research. A strong advocacy, rather than research- 
based emphasis, limits the amount of data available that substantiates the impact of inclusion on 
students with disabilities (Manset & Semmel, 1997). The relatively short period of time in which 
inclusion has been implemented is another factor that limits the amount of documented research. 
Research that has been conducted is generally reported through case studies, anecdotal reports, 
ethnographic studies, and surveys. As inclusion evolves, research studies need to be 
undertaken. School districts claiming to effectively implement inclusion must verify their claims 
through research so that educators can learn from others’ experiences. 
A database search in Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) revealed limited 
evaluative research that either supports or opposes the inclusion of students with disabilities in 
general education classrooms. However, in the 1995 publication of the National Center on 
Educational Restructuring and Inclusion Bulletin, Gartner and Lipsky (1987) briefly describe 
studies conducted by researchers who support inclusive placements. Affleck, Madge, Adams, 
and Lowenbraun (1988) reported two findings based on their study of an integrated service 
delivery model versus a pull-out program. First, student achievement was more favorable in the 
integrated model. Second, the integrated model was more cost effective than the pull-out 
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program. Baker, Wang, and Walberg (1994) demonstrated that students with disabilities 
performed better academically and socially in inclusion settings than peers who were in non¬ 
inclusion settings. 
Murray Shulman conducted a study in 1995 that supported merging the general 
education and special education systems into one system. This study may have been considered 
controversial because it entailed placing students without disabilities in special education classes. 
Despite controversy, the results showed increased benefits to students with and without 
disabilities and a decrease in the number of students identified as having disabilities. 
Ferguson (1995) conducted a three-year inclusion research effort to learn what inclusion 
is and is not. She found that students with disabilities often did not experience genuine 
membership in the general classroom, were easily recognized as different from peers, and were 
labeled. Their participation in class was superficial and Individual Education Plan’s related distantly 
to the general classroom curriculum and activities. General classroom teachers strived to assume 
shared ownership of students as special educators struggled with having to teach in so many 
classrooms. Subsequent to these findings, Ferguson became a proponent of an inclusion that 
would accommodate all students. 
Skeptics such as Kauffman, Lloyd, Baker, and Riedel (1995) are opposed to full inclusion 
and express doubt that general education settings will be able to accommodate all types of 
children. Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) believe there are times when non-inclusive placements 
promote greater academic achievement for students with disabilities than inclusive placements. 
Zigmond, Jenkins, Fuchs, Deno, Fuchs, Baker, Jenkins, and Couthino’s (1995) three-year study 
indicated a significant portion of students with disabilities do not produce desired achievement 
outcomes in general education settings. 
The literature on inclusion, as limited as it may be, presents studies that not only support 
or oppose inclusion, but take a neutral stance in neither supporting nor opposing inclusion. 
Research that has a neutral stance represents two findings. First, inclusion can be effective for 
some, but not all students with disabilities (Manset & Semmel, 1997). Second, a combined 
services model of inclusion and pull-out produces greater teacher satisfaction and student 
progress (Marston, 1996). Other researchers who are neutral document what they feel is needed 
to successfully include students with disabilities in general education classrooms. For example, 
Howard-Rose and Rose (1994) found that in order for students to be successful in inclusive 
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settings two things need to occur. First, students with disabilities need explicit explanations 
regarding the cognitive requirements of tasks. Second, students need to take personal 
responsibility for learning. 
Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that teachers’ willingness to teach students with 
disabilities depended on the severity of a student’s disability as well as how much the teacher’s 
responsibility increased. One-third or fewer of the teachers surveyed believed they had sufficient 
time, skills, training, or resources necessary to implement inclusion. Teachers report a greater 
need for resources and support than was available. Lack of needed but unavailable resources 
hinders the success of inclusion. 
Overview of Factors Needed for Successful Inclusion 
The literature on inclusion identifies numerous factors needed for inclusion to be 
successful. School districts throughout the country have attempted to incorporate these factors 
in their restructuring efforts. Power-deFur and Orelove (1997) characterize the initial phase of 
inclusion with careful planning and developing a clear philosophy with staff, parents, and 
community members that supports inclusive practices and emphasizes the value of all students. 
A common culture must be shared which portrays inclusion as worthwhile, and accepts students’ 
needs and diversity. A plan should be written that outlines goals for achieving inclusion. As part 
of a plan, effective discipline policies must be enforced consistently. 
The principal serves in several roles. As a visionary leader, he must orchestrate the writing 
of a vision statement that reflects how inclusion fits into the school environment. As an 
administrator, he instates site-based management and shares problem-solving in making 
decisions. As a change agent, he must demonstrate a commitment to long-term change and 
continuously make adaptations in response to the school’s needs. Likewise, staff must make 
adaptations within their classrooms in response to students’ needs. As needs arise, change 
occurs in a broad range of areas such as: curriculum, pedagogy, staff allocation, and the structural 
organization of schools. Improvement of teachers and the school as a whole must be ongoing. 
Teachers’ apprehension toward inclusion and doubts about their ability to teach students 
with disabilities must be addressed. Teachers who have experience with inclusion can act as 
mentors for inexperienced teachers. Relationships need to be built which result in teachers 
working as a team, learning about each other’s teaching styles, and clarifying roles. Educators 
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who work in multidisciplinary teams can collectively use their skills and knowledge to “invent 
unique, personalized programs for each student” (Thousand & Villa, 1991, p. 558). To assist 
these teams, structure and support, such as scheduled time and administrative encouragement, 
must be provided for collaboration among teachers who share ownership of educating all 
students (Power-deFur & Orelove, 1997). 
Teachers must be flexible, trustful, and respectful of each other. They must trust their 
partner enough to forfeit a certain degree of their previous autonomy and to share what used to 
be each other’s “ ‘exclusive territory ’ ” (Title I Exchange Newsletter, 1997, p. 11). According to 
Ellis (1994) general education teachers must not demand absolute control of everything. 
It is particularly helpful when co-teachers share similar beliefs about instruction (Friend & Cook, 
1992). 
In order for teachers to successfully implement inclusion within the general education 
classroom, they need adequate resources such as: systematic and intensive training prior to 
students being placed in classrooms, as well as ongoing training once students are placed. 
Training should include site visits and inservice training in instructional strategies, curricular 
adaptations, and the change process itself (Roach, 1995). Teachers require consistent 
allocations of time to plan lessons and to meet with colleagues. Personnel such as special 
education teachers to share the teaching load and paraprofessionals to offer supplementary help 
should be provided, as well as curriculum materials and classroom equipment. In order for classes 
to be manageable, class size should be a maximum of twenty students. 
Curriculum and instructional modifications should define learning as multidimensional, 
organize learning around investigation, include discussions about meaningful problems, and 
incorporate hands-on activities. Classroom space may be utilized differently to accommodate this 
type of learning as well as accommodate students with physical limitations. The classroom 
environment must be one in which students are not afraid to take risks and make mistakes (Van 
Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 1995). To enhance students’ performance, alternative assessment 
measures are used in conjunction with innovative learning strategies. Accountability is upheld 
when standards are set to measure the effectiveness of teaching practices and when data is 
provided on student outcomes and achievement. 
Communication must be ongoing and clear at all levels. Two-way communication must 
occur with the community; with central office and building principals; with principals and staff; and 
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with teachers, students, and parents. Teams need to communicate and strategize regarding 
students’ needs and modifications. Staff and parents need time and opportunities to discuss and 
reflect upon what has and has not worked with inclusion and be free to ask questions in a non¬ 
threatening environment. McMackin and Bukowiecki (1997), believe that if there is minimal 
interaction between the general education and special education teacher due to infrequent 
planning time or role confusion, then the role of the special education teacher may become similar 
to that of an aide. 
According to Gartner and Lipsky (1987), historically the application of various funding 
practices across states has resulted in some districts being rewarded for having high percentages 
of children in more restrictive rather than less restrictive environments. This reflects inequity in 
funding practices. Funding must be sufficient in order to appropriately support students with 
disabilities in general education classrooms. This is attained by increasing general education 
budgets and maintaining special education budgets that are allocated to the classroom upon the 
students’s placement. This position is depicted in the phrase “the money should follow the 
student into the classroom.” In addition, transportation costs are lower with inclusion because 
students are not transported across or out of districts, thus, freeing money to be allocated to the 
least restrictive settings. 
Part II 
Introduction 
The following section focuses on research that was retrieved from a database search in 
ERIC regarding the social and academic outcomes of inclusion on students without disabilities. 
The brevity of this section exemplifies how very limited and desperately needed research is in this 
area. 
Social and Academic Outcomes of Inclusion for Students Without Disabilities 
The majority of research that has been conducted on the social and academic outcomes 
for general education students has occurred at the preschool and secondary level all of which 
emphasize positive outcomes. As an example, Odom, Deklyen, and Jenkins (1984) found that 
placing students without disabilities in integrated classes did not interfere with their normal 
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development and educational progress. In fact, in some cases students made significant 
developmental and educational progress as measured by norm-referenced and criterion- 
referenced measures (Bricker, Bruder, & Bailey, 1982). 
Peck, Carlson, and Helmstetter (1992) discovered that students in integrated preschool 
and kindergarten classrooms were more aware and responsive to others’ needs, more 
comfortable with people with disabilities, and less likely to hold prejudices and stereotypes. An 
additional benefit revealed that “typically developing children did not acquire undesirable 
behavior as a result of their contact with children with disabilities, nor did they suffer a loss of 
teacher attention” (p. 60). Similarly, Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, and Palombaro (1994) 
learned that the presence of elementary students with severe disabilities in general education 
classrooms did not affect other student’s instructional time or engaged time on tasks. 
A survey of parents conducted by Green and Stoneman (1989) indicated that preschool 
children without disabilities who participated in inclusive settings became more sensitive to peers 
and more accepting of their differences. Children attained knowledge about handicaps from 
serving in a helping role. Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, and Peck (1994) referred to Biklen, Corrigan, 
and Quick’s study in 1989 in which elementary-aged students learned not only to accept 
differences among peers, but to interpret differences in appearance and behavior in new ways. 
Additionally, they learned to make connections between their feelings and the feelings of other 
children. 
According to Van Dyke, Stallings, and Colley (1995), “students in an inclusive setting 
developed a new sense of understanding and respect for one another and for human 
differences” (p. 477). In addition, all students learned that everyone brings strengths and needs 
to every situation. General education children in Grades Three through Nine in inclusive settings 
exhibited “an increased level of social and emotional development, flexibility, and empathy” 
(Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 1993, p. 369). 
Some research studies demonstrate that various teaching approaches have positive 
outcomes for all students. Hunt, Staub, Alwell, and Goetz (1994) compared tests of academic 
achievement given to elementary general education students who participated in cooperative 
learning groups with and without students with disabilities. This comparison indicated that 
students without disabilities demonstrated significant positive learning outcomes whether or not 
their cooperative learning group had a member with a disability. In addition, students with 
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disabilities made gains in communication and motor skills in cooperative activities. Hunt and her 
co-researchers refer to a study conducted by Rainforth (1992) in which redesigning the 
curriculum, materials, and methods for students with disabilities proved beneficial to students 
without disabilities. Furthermore, Van Dyke, Stallings, and Colley (1995) believe that all students 
in inclusive settings benefit from curricular adaptations, study aids, and individualized instruction. 
Schnorr (1990) believes the amount of time a student with disabilities spends in a general 
education classroom impacts general education students’ perception and treatment of peers. 
Their perception may be negatively impacted when a student with disabilities is integrated on only 
a part time basis. Under these circumstances, a student with disabilities is perceived differently 
because he is excluded from many classroom activities and is not always present when 
friendships are established. These factors increase the probability that a student with disabilities 
will not be treated as an equal. In addition to this, Schnorr contends that a teacher “can have 
apowerful influence on the status of individual students” [italics in original] (p. 239). For example, 
if the teacher portrays the child with disabilities in a respectful manner, then the changes in 
personal status among children will be positive. 
Middle school and high school students in inclusive settings encountered positive 
outcomes similar to those experienced by preschoolers and elementary students, such as 
increased responsiveness to the needs of others and adopting positive changes in personal 
status among all students. Additional outcomes included developing a sense of personal 
responsibility and commitment to others, as well as an ethic of caring. Helmstetter, Peck, and 
Giangreco (1994) found that general education students valued their relationships with peers and 
cultivated an appreciation of human diversity. Similarly, as a result of social contact with students 
with disabilities early in their school career, 183 general education teenagers, exhibited more 
positive attitudes toward peers with disabilities, had higher levels of social contact with them, and 
supported their full participation in the community (Kishi and Meyer,1994). Helmstetter et al. 
(1994) suggest that “students without disabilities may benefit from integration experiences in 
ways that may not be tapped by standardized tests and other common outcome measures” 
(P- 264). 
Peck, Donaldson, and Pezzoli (1990) found that high school students reported some 
social discomfort with peers with disabilities, such as, difficulty with the lack of social skills 
displayed by students with disabilities. This discomfort is remedied by providing students with 
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techniques that provide clear feedback to peers who do not respond to subtle indications of 
social discomfort or disapproval. However, the major finding of this study indicated that the 
general education students exhibited improvements in self-concept, increased tolerance of other 
people, and reduced fear of of human differences. 
A work study integration program provides a forum in which general education students 
act as peer tutors to classmates with disabilities. Teachers are able to promote moral and ethical 
principles by modeling humane and dignified ways of treating people with disabilities. The 
general education students learn patience and the ability to share. They become aware of their 
own strengths and weaknesses as well as the skills of students with disabilities. General 
education students attain a sense of satisfaction from meeting the challenge of working with 
peers with disabilities and recognize future benefits from participating in the program. These 
students concluded, that, as adults, they will know how to interact with people with disabilities, 
and how to treat a child of their own who might have disabilities (Murray-Seegert, 1989). 
As part of inclusive efforts, some schools have implemented strategies to assist students 
without disabilities to enhance their relationships and interactions with students with disabilities. 
According to Staub and Hunt (1993), social interaction training of high school students “increased 
the frequency of initiations of interactions directed from the students without disabilities toward 
their partners with severe disabilities” (p. 41). Social interaction strategies for general education 
students entail “an extensive introduction and orientation to the personal characteristics and 
support needs of the individual students with disabilities with whom they are developing 
relationships” (Helmstetter, Peck, & Giangreco, 1994, p. 274). Other strategies include provision 
of ability awareness presentations, availability of children’s literature which focuses on disabilities, 
and encouraging teachers to incorporate themes in their curriculum related to disabilities (Staub, 
Schwartz, Gallucci, & Peck, 1994). To enhance teachers’ knowledge of social interaction 
strategies, “information regarding how to facilitate friendships and other types of relationships in 
inclusive classrooms should be part of general education teacher training” (p. 324). 
Conclusion 
Inclusion is a component of special education reform and is synonymous with the third 
wave of general education reform in several ways. First, within the frameworks of inclusion and the 
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third wave of reform, schools serve a diverse population of students. Second, students are 
heterogeneously grouped. Third, every student succeeds in the general education setting with 
adequate supports. 
Some school districts are moving into the third wave of reform by creating schools that 
promote diversity, have clear visions, work in a close partnerships with parents and the 
community, and have advanced technology. Students work cooperatively with each other and 
learn through inquiry, discovery, and hands-on projects. I agree that schools need to focus on a 
more diverse population to successfully implement inclusion and the third wave of reform. 
However, success will be attained only if all schools have enough resources (staff, materials, 
equipment, technology, training) to shift from the schools we are to the schools we will become. 
Educators receive tremendous pressure to be accountable for the performance of all 
students. Politicians, policymakers, and communities expect to see data and results that prove all 
students are achieving and reaching high standards. A school’s effectiveness is judged on data- 
driven decisions and the implementation of research-based programs. Teachers use 
disaggregated data from performance-based assessments and high stakes tests, such as MCAS, 
to make decisions regarding teaching methodologies and curriculum. 
Similarly, decisions regarding the implementation of inclusion need to be driven by data 
and research. The literature on inclusion documents very little research on the achievement of 
students without disabilities in inclusive settings. Dialogue has begun, and must continue, 
amongst stakeholders regarding the benefits and detriments of inclusion to general education 
students. However, if research does not substantiate opinions, there is no verification of what 
truly works. Only through collecting and analyzing data will educators know how to best serve the 
general education population in an environment of diverse leaners. 
The debate on education reform and inclusion will continue. Questions wifi continue to be 
posed, such as: Should the dual system be totally dismantled? Is inclusion a political issue? Is it a 
civil rights issue? Is it a means to reduce funding that is earmarked for special education? But, the 
real questions are: Is inclusion the best option educationally for students with and without 
disabilities? What are the social and academic effects of inclusion on students without disabilities? 
Educators need to be aware of where the general education students stand in the inclusion 
movement. It is only fair and equitable not to let these students slip through the cracks. 
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This study explores one suburban community’s attempt to make sense of their inclusive 
endeavor. Hopefully, the findings of this study will provide insight to other schools and school 
districts, as well as assure them they are not alone with the challenges of inclusion. As more 
research becomes available, it will help educators to balance successful inclusion for students 
with disabilities while not losing sight of the general education students. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
Overall Approach and Rationale 
After the pilot study was conducted at Lainsbrook School, questions regarding the 
effects of inclusion on general education students progressed naturally. To answer these 
questions, a mixed-methods, two-phase design (Creswell, 1994), consisting of qualitative and 
quantitative methods, was used for several reasons. First, a mixed-methods design helps the 
researcher to better understand a concept being explored. As referred to in Marshall and 
Rossman (1999), a mixed-methods design (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989) enhances the 
pragmatic usefulness of an evaluation (Rossman & Wilson, 1985). In this study, the evaluation 
targets inclusion. Second, qualitative methods are used to understand a naturally occurring 
phenomenon in its naturally occurring stages. Naturalistic inquiry minimizes a researcher’s 
manipulation of the study’s setting and places no prior constraints on what the outcomes of the 
research will be. The researcher is open to whatever emerges (Patton, 1990). Third, quantitative 
methods are used to provide objective, value-free, and unbiased data to support, expand, or 
contradict qualitative research findings. Fourth, a two-phase design is used to triangulate or 
converge the findings. “Simultaneous triangulation” (Creswell, 1994, p. 182) occurs by 
answering the qualitative and quantitative research questions at the same time. However, the 
methods and results of the two phases are reported separately. 
This study is framed in two ways. First, it is bound by the level of analytic interest 
(Marshall & Rossman, 1995). The interest groups are the principal, general education teachers, 
parents, and students who were involved in Grade Two and Grade Four inclusion, partial inclusion, 
and non-inclusion classrooms during 1997-98 at a suburban Title I Schoolwide Program school. 
Second, the study is shaped by the theoretical framework in the literature which reports limited 
research regarding the impact of inclusion on general education students. 
The primary method of qualitative data collection was in-depth interviewing of participants. 
“Typically, qualitative in-depth interviews are much more like conversations than formal events 
with predetermined response categories” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 108). The interviews 
served two general purposes. First, educators and parents had the opportunity to reflect on their 
inclusive experiences. Second, interviews allowed the researcher to discuss in detail participants’ 
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perspectives, experiences, and changes resulting from inclusion. Inclusion was a current 
phenomenon the interviewees were living. Therefore, any experiences or changes the 
participants encountered were fresh in their minds. 
Qualitative inquiry is appropriate for research “that is exploratory or descriptive, that 
assumes the value of context and setting, and that searches for a deeper understanding of the 
participants’ lived experiences of the phenomenon” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 60). This 
search is grounded in a qualitative genre described as the “individual lived experience” [italics in 
original], and focuses “on the meaning that people express about some aspect of their lives” 
(P- 60). 
This study was exploratory because it attempted to identify and discover important 
variables impacting general education students’ success in inclusion versus non-inclusion 
classrooms. It explored whether the district’s policy on inclusion, the teachers’ knowledge of 
inclusion, and their inclusive teaching practices were at odds. The study was descriptive because 
it described and documented the salient events, beliefs, attitudes, and processes that occurred 
with inclusion as well as the participants’ responses to and interpretations of those events. 
Qualitative inquiry is also appropriate for research that is explanatory. The study sought to explain 
the events, beliefs, attitudes, and policies shaping the phenomenon of inclusion, therefore, was 
explanatory. 
The use of open-ended questions in qualitative inquiry has several advantages. They 
permit respondents to respond in their own terms and do not presuppose which dimensions of 
feeling or thought will be salient for the interviewee. They allow the person being interviewed to 
select from among the person’s full repertoire of possible responses. Subsequently, open- 
ended responses permit the researcher to understand the world as seen by the respondents 
(Patton, 1990). 
Following the interviews, the researcher tries to determine what dimensions and themes 
emerge that describe the participants’ feelings, thoughts, and experiences (Patton, 1990). 
Relevant, direct quotations capture personal perspectives and experiences and provide thick, 
rich data to support the emerging themes or patterns (Marshall & Rossman, 1995). 
Quantitative methods included a Student Assessment Inventory, norm-referenced tests, 
curriculum-based reading and mathematics tests, report card grades, and attendance records. 
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Results from the quantitative data analysis provided an “impersonal voice” (Creswell, 1994, p. 5) 
regarding the students’ achievement in inclusion versus non-inclusion classrooms. 
Quantitative methods were not intended to prove any particular predetermined position 
on inclusion. They were used to enrich the study and to determine if the objective, quantifiable 
results were complementary or contradictory to any emergent patterns or themes from the 
participants’ subjective perspectives. It is intended that this longitudinal case study provides 
depth, detail, and individual meaning to a special and unique context in which the impact of 
inclusion on general education students is of utmost importance. 
Research Questions 
Three general research questions framed the study. 
• What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general education 
students as compared to the academic progress of general education students in non-inclusion 
classrooms? 
• What are the social benefits of inclusion for the general education students? 
• Regarding general education students’ success in inclusion classrooms, what are the 
perceptions and experiences of the teachers, the principal, the parents, and the students? 
Purpose and Design of the Study 
The primary purpose of this action research study was to examine and analyze the 
academic and social achievement of general education students in inclusion, partial inclusion, and 
non-inclusion classrooms in Grades Two and Four during 1997-98, using a mixed method-design, 
resulting in a descriptive case study. Students’ progress and variables that may have affected 
their progress as perceived by general education teachers, parents, and students are addressed. 
Student achievement as measured by both pre- and posttest norm-referenced test scores, 
curriculum-based test scores, report card grades, and attendance is presented. 
Qualitative data was gathered from extensive interviews, while quantitative data from 
1996-97 was gathered, analyzed, and compared to data from 1997-98. The qualitative aspect is 
well-suited to this study because “qualitative research is exploratory and researchers use it to 
explore a topic when the variables and theory base are unknown” (Creswell, 1994, p. 146). 
Qualitative inquiry is appropriate because the Principal’s Study Group is actively studying 
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themselves with the intent to improve their teaching practice in inclusion. Research that 
incorporates the individual lived experience genre generally relies on in-depth interviewing but 
may be supplemented by other forms of data (Marshall & Rossman, 1999). 
Patton (1990) illustrates how qualitative and quantitative methods complement each 
other regarding school outcomes. He believes school outcomes can be looked at in terms of 
quantity of change and quality of change. For example, a score on a standardized achievement 
test represents a change in quantity, yet may have a quality dimension that requires description 
rather than scaling. The issue of quality is also addressed when a researcher asks participants 
about their experiences. For example, what does inclusion mean? Second, what does student 
achievement in an inclusion classroom mean? 
Patton (1990) believes that “the failure to find statistically significant differences in 
comparing people on some outcome measure does not mean there are no important differences 
among those people on those outcomes. The differences may be qualitative rather than 
quantitative” (p.110). Furthermore, quantitative results such as pre- and posttesting tells you 
where you started and where you ended up but not what happened along the way. Qualitative 
methods capture developmental dynamics, add depth and detail to the study, and provide 
confirmation and elucidation of the findings. 
Creswell (1994) describes five purposes advanced by Greene, Caracelli, and Graham 
(1989) for using a mixed-method design, all of which are applicable to this study. First, when data 
is triangulated, results from qualitative and quantitative methods are converged. Second, 
combining methods is complimentary when overlapping and different facets of inclusion emerge. 
Third, the methods are developmental when the first method helps to inform the second method. 
Fourth, two methods initiate contradictions and fresh perspectives. Finally, the expansion of data 
through mixed methods adds scope and breadth to the study. 
A descriptive case study provides the flexibility to explore the social and academic 
contexts and variables that influence general education students’ progress and outcomes in site- 
specific inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms. It describes teachers’ 
perceptions regarding the impact of inclusion on general education students as well as 
student outcomes measured by quantitative data. Lastly, the Principal Study Group is afforded 
the opportunity to report inclusive practices that affect the general education students. 
28 
Even though there are limitations to this study, it serves two additional purposes. First, to 
expand upon the limited, related research previously conducted by other researchers. Second, 
to continue the dialogue on inclusion research which addresses the impact of inclusion on 
general education students. 
Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of a study involve its external validity and reliability (Creswell, 1994). 
External validity in this study means the findings are not generalizable to other schools, staff, or 
studies. However, “although no qualitative studies are generalizable in the statistical sense, their 
findings may be transferable” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 43). That is, other schools and 
school districts may find the results informative, insightful, and relevant to their inclusive 
experiences. The conclusions drawn from this study are limited to the Lainsbrook School. The 
reliability of the study, that is, the limitations in replicating the study, are influenced by the specific 
context in which the study took place. The degree to which and how other schools and staff 
members have implemented inclusion make the replication of the findings difficult. 
This study is similar to but does not replicate studies conducted in the past, such as those 
referred to in Staub and Peck’s intriguing article in 1995, “What Are the Outcomes for 
Nondisabled Students?” (p. 36). Staub and Peck addressed and answered three main 
questions. First, will inclusion reduce the academic progress of nondisabled children? It was 
determined there was no decline in the academic progress for children without disabilities 
enrolled in inclusive classrooms. Second, will nondisabied children lose teacher time and 
attention? Evidently, the presence of students with severe disabilities had no effect on levels of 
allocated or engaged instructional time. Third, will nondisabled students learn undesirable 
behavior from students with disabilities? It was revealed that young children seldom learn 
undesirable behavior from peers with disabilities. Staub and Peck document not only the 
consistency with which studies indicate that inclusion does not harm children without disabilities, 
but the potential benefits of inclusion to these students. 
The Setting and Population of Interest-The Unit of Analysis 
The research was conducted in a suburban Title I Schoolwide Program elementary 
school. During the 1997-98 school year, the school’s low income percentage was 67%. The 
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school had an enrollment of 260, of which 33% were minorities. The school housed two first 
grade classes, three second grade classes, two third grade classes, two fourth grade classes, and 
two fifth grade classes. In addition to the general education staff, there were two special 
education teachers, two Title I math teachers, one Title I reading teacher, one-half Title I Language 
Arts teacher, one itinerant ESL teacher, one itinerant gifted/talented teacher, one locally-funded 
reading teacher, an adjustment counselor, and part-time physical education, music, and art 
teachers. 
The population of interest was the second and fourth grade students, teachers, parents, 
the principal, and his Principal’s Study Group during 1997-98. The general education students 
were of average or above average ability. The study targeted three types of settings: inclusion, 
partial inclusion, and non-inclusion general education classrooms. The numbers of classrooms 
and grade levels representative of each setting were three general education classrooms at the 
second grade level: one non-inclusion; one partial-inclusion; and one inclusion. At the fourth 
grade level, there were two general education classrooms: one non-inclusion and one inclusion. 
According to the general education teachers, students with academic disabilities in the second 
and fourth grade inclusion classrooms, performed one to three years below grade level. Students 
with behavioral disabilities often acted out and had difficulty attending to tasks. The fourth grade 
inclusion classroom teacher described one of her male students as a selective mute. 
Given that the interviews were conducted in 1998-99 for the 1997-98 school year, the 
participants had time to reflect upon and develop opinions and perceptions about their 
experiences with inclusion. 
Criteria for Selection 
Students of average or above average ability as determined by teacher judgment and/or 
standardized test scores participated in the study. These students had to attend Lainsbrook 
School for two full consecutive years. Forty-three students met this criteria: twenty-four second 
graders; and nineteen fourth graders. 
Parents of these students were contacted by telephone. The purpose of the study was 
explained to them. They were asked if they were interested in voluntarily having their child 
participate in the study. When they agreed to the participation, a follow-up letter and consent form 
was sent to them. It took several follow-up telephone calls and mailings to obtain parental 
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consent. Parents returned a signed copy of the consent form in a self-addressed, stamped 
envelope. This endeavor confirmed the following participants: seventeen second graders (six of 
whom were in an inclusion classroom, six of whom were in a partial inclusion classroom, and five of 
whom were in a non-inclusion classroom ); and fourteen fourth graders (nine of whom were in an 
inclusion classroom and five of whom were in a non-inclusion classroom). 
Negotiating Entry 
Because my office was located in the school being studied, entry into the setting was not 
difficult or problematic. The study was feasible because the principal and the Principal’s Study 
Group supported the study and viewed it as a means through which they could systematically gain 
knowledge and apply it to daily practice. The purpose and interest in undertaking this study 
occurred naturally from my intensive involvement in inclusive efforts over the past several years. 
A trusting relationship had been established between myself and the staff having worked 
together for seven years. Additionally, according to Marshall and Rossman (1999), 
in action and participatory research approaches, the researcher’s 
intrusiveness in the setting is not an issue. Because these 
approaches are fundamentally interactive and include participants 
quite fully in framing questions and gathering data, the researcher’s 
presence is considered an integral part of the setting (p. 148). 
Approval in writing to conduct a pilot study at this school in 1996-97 was sought and 
obtained from the person who was superintendent at that time. Approval in writing to conduct the 
dissertation study was obtained from the current superintendent. 
Data Collection Methods 
Qualitative and multiple quantitative data collection methods were used to address the 
research questions. The qualitative method entailed in-depth, individual interviews. Notes and 
minutes from the Principal’s Study Group meetings were reviewed. Field notes were taken 
throughout the data collection period. Quantitative methods included a Student Assessment 
Inventory, analysis of norm-referenced and curriculum-based tests, report card grades, and 
attendance. 
31 
In-depth Interviews 
The principal and five general education teachers (three second grade teachers who 
taught in an inclusion classroom, a partial inclusion classroom, and a non-inclusion classroom; and 
two fourth grade teachers who taught in an inclusion classroom and a non-inclusion classroom) 
were verbally asked if they were interested in voluntarily participating in the study. Upon their 
agreeing to participate, a follow-up letter and consent form were given to them. They returned a 
signed copy of the consent form to me personally. The teachers’ interviews were held at the 
school being studied. The location of the principal’s interview was not at the school being studied 
but at the school at which he is currently principal. However, his responses were based on his 
1997-98 principalship at Lainsbrook School. Procedures for obtaining written consent from 
participants were followed according to the guidelines set by the Human Subjects Review 
Committee. Consent letters can be found in Appendix C. 
Three general education students out of the thirty-one student participants were 
interviewed: one second grader from a non-inclusion classroom; and two fourth graders, one from 
an inclusion classroom, and one from a non-inclusion classroom. Consent from the students’ 
parents was confirmed prior to interviewing the students. Marshall and Rossman’s (1999) view on 
interviewing children is particularly relevant to this study. That is, 
Increasingly, there are calls for including children’s perspectives as 
relevant and insightful in learning more about aspects of their worlds. 
This is especially true in education where all too often those most 
affected by educational policy and programmatic decisions- the 
students- are absent from inquiry (p. 115). 
Four general education parents were interviewed: one parent of a second grader in an 
inclusion classroom; one parent of a second grader in a non-inclusion classroom; one parent of a 
fourth grader in an inclusion classroom; and one parent of a fourth grader in a non-inclusion 
classroom. Three of the four parents’ children participated in the study. 
Potential parent interviewees were contacted by telephone. The purpose of the study 
was explained to them. They were asked if they were interested in voluntarily participating in the 
study. Upon their agreeing to participate, a follow-up letter and consent form was sent to them. 
They returned a signed copy of the consent form in a self-addressed, stamped envelope. Two 
parent interviews were held at the school being studied. The other two interviews were held in 
the parents’ homes. 
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The interviews were a “standardized open-ended format” (Patton, 1990, p. 284). Each 
person was asked the same questions. Questions were written and distributed to the teachers, 
principal, and parents prior to the interview. This gave them time to reflect and organize their 
thoughts. Interviewing teachers, the principal, parents, and students provided a “breadth of 
understanding of various role groups’ perspective” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 172). 
Listed here are a sample of some of the questions that were asked of teachers, parents, 
and students based on Patton’s (1990) categorization of quality questions: 
1. Experience/Behavior Questions: Teachers: If I followed you through a typical day, what 
experiences would I observe you having? Parents: What did you expect your child to learn? 
Students: What did you learn? 
2. Opinion/Values Questions: Teachers: In your opinion, what do you believe affects the 
general education students’ progress in inclusion classrooms? Parents: In your opinion, what 
variables do you believe affect the general education students’ progress in inclusion classrooms? 
Students: Do you see yourself as the same or different from a friend with disabilities? 
3. Knowledge Questions: Teachers: What teaching strategies do you use with general 
education students in your classroom? Parents: What teaching strategies did your child’s teacher 
use to meet your child’s needs? Students: How does your teacher help you in your classroom? 
4. Feeling Questions: Teachers: How do you feel about the way inclusion has been 
implemented at this school? Parents: Are you satisfied with how inclusion is implemented at your 
child’ school? Why or why not? Students: Do you feel it is good to have students with disabilities 
in your classroom? Why or why not? 
5. Background/Demographic Questions: Teachers: How many years experience do you have 
teaching in an inclusion environment? Parents: Was your child in an inclusion, partial inclusion, or 
non-inclusion classroom? Students: Were there any students with disabilities in your classroom? 
I attempted to make certain that the wording of questions be neutral, singular, and clear in 
order to avoid over using dichotomous response questions. To accomplish this, I asked two 
types of questions. First, role-playing questions such as: Suppose I was a general education 
student in your classroom, tell me what type of academic and social activities I would participate in 
with students with disabilities. Second, simulation questions such as: Suppose I was in your 
classroom during a reading lesson, what would I see happening? What would you be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
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Throughout the interviews, I used two specific techniques suggested by Patton (1990). 
Prefatory statements were incorporated to tell the interviewee what would be asked before it was 
asked. The purpose of these statements is to make the interviewees aware of the context of the 
questions. Additionally, a summarizing transition format was used to bring closure to a section of 
the interview by repeating to the interviewees what it was they said, and asking them if they had 
anything to add or to clarify before moving on to another section. 
Other interviewing strategies included using the probes who, where, what, when, and 
how to elicit a deeper response from the interviewee or to clarify or elaborate. At times, notes 
were taken during the interview as a visual cue to help pace the interview and help facilitate later 
analysis. In order to foster some creativity in the interviews, a projection technique was used by 
presenting the district’s Inclusion Plan to the teachers, principal, and parents. This elicited 
people’s reaction to something other than a question. The interview questions appear in 
Appendix D. 
Student Assessment Inventory 
A Student Assessment Inventory that I devised was distributed to and completed by the 
five general education teachers (see Appendix E). The purpose of the survey was to assess 
general education students’ academic, social, behavioral, and intrapersonal skills, and further, 
determine how frequently the student exhibited each behavior or skill expressed in the 
statement. The survey was based on a five-point Likert-type scale. It consisted of 43 statements 
that described an academic, social, behavioral, or intrapersonal skill or behavior. 
Respondents were asked to read each statement and choose the response (always, 
often, occasionally, seldom, never) that most closely described their opinion as to how often the 
student exhibited the behavior/skill expressed in the statement. Next, they were asked to circle 
the rating (excellent, very good, good, fair, poor) that most closely represented their assessment 
of the student’s progress during (1997-98) in each skill represented in each statement. 
Test Score Analysis 
Student achievement in reading and mathematics was measured by growth or loss on 
curriculum-based tests that accompanied the reading and mathematics series, as well as norm- 
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referenced tests (Stanford Achievement Test), in second and fourth grade inclusion, partial 
inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms. 
Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) Analysis 
Student achievement on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System 
(MCAS) for fourth graders in May 1998 was analyzed by reporting the performance level and score 
that each student attained in English Language Arts and Mathematics. The percentage of 
students who scored at the “Failing,” “Needs Improvement,” “Proficient,” and/or “Advanced” 
levels was calculated, as well as the average of the students’ scores by classroom type. 
Analysis of Report Card Grades 
Students’ report card grades in Grade One (1996-97) were compared to report card 
grades in Grade Two (1997-98). Report card grades were analyzed by classroom type to 
determine if there was improvement from Grade One to Grade Two. The same procedure was 
followed for third graders in 1996-97 and fourth graders in 1997-98. 
Analysis of Attendance 
Students’ attendance records (Days Present) in Grade One were compared to 
attendance records in Grade Two. Attendance was analyzed by classroom type to determine if 
there was an increase in days present from Grade One to Grade Two. The same procedure was 
followed for third graders in 1996-97 and fourth graders in 1997-98. 
Review of Principal’s Study Group Notes and Minutes 
Notes and minutes are taken at every monthly Principal’s Study Group meeting. These 
were referred to and used as a source of data. 
Field notes 
Field notes were “descriptive, concrete, and detailed” (Patton, 1990, p. 241). Direct 
quotes of what people said were included in field notes as well as my personal reflections, 
perspectives, insights, and preliminary interpretations. 
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Sampling 
The purposeful sampling” (Patton, 1990, p. 169) of participants were those from whom 
rich, valuable information could be obtained and from whom we could learn about the effect of 
inclusion on general education students. The criteria for this sampling was specific. The general 
education students were in second and fourth grade during 1997-98, were of average or above 
average ability, and attended the school for two consecutive years (1996-97 and 1997-98). 
Teachers taught in second or fourth grade during 1997-98. Parents had a child who was a 
second or fourth grader during 1997-98. Lastly, the principal was the person who held that 
position during 1997-98. 
Evaluating Program Processes and Outcomes 
This study entails formative evaluation, participatory evaluation, and action research. The 
purpose of evaluation research is to provide information that is useful, informs action, and helps to 
“articulate program processes, program impacts, and the linkages between the two” (Patton, 
1990, p. 415). Formative evaluations focus on a specific program or context at a particular time 
with the intent not to make generalizations beyond that program. They rely on process studies, 
implementation evaluations, and case studies. Participatory evaluation is a reflective process 
controlled by those in the program or setting and is undertaken for their own development and 
empowerment. 
According to Whyte (1989) “action research explicitly and purposefully becomes part of 
the change process by engaging the people in the program or organization in studying their own 
problems in order to solve those problems” (Patton, 1990, p. 157). These people gather 
information and use the results internally to attack specific problems within a program. Similarly, 
the case study at Lainsbrook School is limited to a specific context; it relies on an inclusion 
implementation evaluation, and serves the purpose of improving the inclusion program and staff. 
Throughout the research process, identifying the academic and social outcomes for 
general education students in inclusion classrooms and conceptualizing the impact of the 
inclusion program on these students are attained inductively in three ways. First, participants 
described their experiences with the inclusion program as well as their interpretation of their 
experiences. Second, interviewees identified academic and social outcomes of general 
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education students in inclusion versus non-inclusion classrooms. Third, the staff made 
distinctions between students who were and were not attaining the desired, positive outcomes. 
As Patton (1990) explains, outcomes are sometimes difficult to operationalize and 
standardize therefore, qualitative methods are often used to evaluate outcomes. One needs to 
think critically to speculate, interpret, and determine what aspects of the inclusion program lead to 
certain social and academic outcomes. Patton (1990) further suggests that organizing data on 
program processes and participant outcomes may require some kind of logical scheme that 
permits the linkage of the two. A way to organize data around outcomes is to think of different 
levels of impact, that is, effects at the individual level and/or effects on a group. In this study, the 
impact of inclusion on individual students and groups of students by class were evaluated and 
examined. 
A descriptive analysis of the evaluative component of the study answered a number of 
questions. What were the goals of the inclusion program? What were the primary activities of 
inclusion in a general education classroom? How were students with disabilities placed in the 
classroom? What was the process? What was inclusion like in the classroom? What happened to 
students with disabilities and students without disabilities in the inclusion program? What were the 
effects of the inclusion program on students without disabilities? 
Data Analysis and Management 
A researcher participates in the analysis of data and is described as the instrument of 
qualitative inquiry (Patton, 1990) or one who searches “to identify the salient, grounded 
categories of meaning held by participants in the setting” (Marshall & Rossman, 1995, p. 114). 
“Data analysis is the process of bringing order, structure, and interpretation to the mass of 
collected data” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 150). “Qualitative data analysis is a search for 
general statements about relationships among categories of data; it builds grounded theory” 
(Marshall & Rossman, 1995, p. 111). The reduction and interpretation of information is the primary 
focus of data analysis. That is, “Each phase of data analysis entails data reduction as the reams of 
collected data are brought into manageable chunks and interpretation as the researcher brings 
meaning and insight to the words and acts of the participants in the study” (Marshall & Rossman, 
1999, pp. 152-153). Creswell (1994) believes the coding procedure must be identified that is 
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used to reduce the information to themes or categories. This entire process of identifying, 
coding, and categorizing the primary patterns in the data is referred to as content analysis (Patton, 
1990). 
As part of the analysis process, Patton presents Guba’s (1978) view of convergence and 
divergence. Convergence entails figuring out what things fit together by looking for patterns that 
can be sorted into categories. These categories are judged on internal homogeneity, that is, how 
the data in a category hold together in a meaningful way, or external homogeneity, how 
differences among categories are evident. Divergence, the fleshing out of the patterns or 
categories, is attained through “extension (building on items of information already known), and 
bridging (making connections among different items)” (Patton, 1990, p. 404). 
Once the information is inductively reduced to certain patterns, categories, or themes, it is 
interpreted by using some analytical process. “Interpretation involves explaining the findings, 
answering “why” questions, attaching significance to particular results, and putting patterns into 
an analytical framework” (Patton, 1990, p. 375). The researcher moves back and forth between 
description of the data and her interpretation of the descriptions. However, she must remain 
open to alternative explanations for the findings (Creswell, 1994). The data analysis process and 
coding procedure that were used in this study is specified next. 
Qualitative Analysis 
In-depth Interviews 
First, the interviews were audiotaped on microcassettes as they were conducted and later 
transcribed. Second, transcriptions were read several times and main themes were highlighted. 
Third, a code word (s) was written in red in the column of the transcription next to where a main 
theme had been highlighted. A corresponding dot(s) was placed next to the code word. One 
blue dot represented information regarding inclusion implementation. One red dot represented 
data on teaching methodology and learning. One yellow dot represented data on curriculum and 
one green dot represented assessment. Two blue dots represented academic progress, while 
two red dots represented social progress. Two yellow dots represented advantages of inclusion 
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with two green dots representing disadvantages of inclusion. Three green dots represented 
definitions given by interviewees. Three blue dots represented information on the teachers’ 
background. 
Fourth, the main themes were extrapolated from the transcriptions and written in an 
outline-form analysis with quotes from each interviewee. The analyses were entitled General 
Education Teachers’ Interview Analysis, General Education Parents’ Interview Analysis, General 
Education Students’ Interview Analysis, and Principal’s Interview Analysis. Fifth, the outline-form 
of the analyses was refined into a narrative description and included participants’ perception and 
opinions of general education students’ progress in each type of classroom, and/or variables 
perceived by participants that affected the progress of general education students in those 
classrooms. 
The interviews were stored on microcassettes. The interview questions, codes for data 
analysis, interview analyses, and transcriptions were stored in a labeled manila folder in a file caddy 
and in computer files. The interview questions appear in Appendix D . 
Quantitative Analysis 
Student Assessment Inventory 
The 43 statements on the Student Assessment Inventory were randomly presented and 
not categorized by academic, social, intrapersonal, and behavioral skills. For each statement, 
there were two sets of responses. Firstly, “always, often, occasionally, seldom, and never” were 
used for the frequency in which the skill described in the statement was exhibited by the student. 
Secondly, “excellent, very good, good, fair, and poor” were used for rating the student’s progress 
in that skill (see Appendix E). 
The Student Assessment Inventory for each second grader was put on database which 
showed the responses for each statement. This gave an overall profile of how the student 
performed in his/her given classroom type (inclusion, partial inclusion, non-inclusion). Next, the 
statements and responses were categorized by academic, social, intrapersonal, and behavioral 
skills in order to generate a student profile in each of the categories. 
In every skill area, the number of responses the teacher gave each student for each 
frequency category was tallied and converted to a percent. Similarly, the number of responses for 
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each progress rating was tallied and converted to a percent. The mean percent for each 
frequency category and each progress rating in academic, social, intrapersonal, and behavioral 
skills was calculated by classroom type. 
Data for each second grade classroom was compared to the other second grade 
classrooms. That is, data generated in the inclusion classroom was compared to data generated in 
the partial inclusion classroom and the non-inclusion classroom. The same procedure was 
followed for analyzing data at the fourth grade level. Hard copies of the Student Assessment 
Inventories were stored in manila folders with green labels in a file caddy. The Student 
Assessment Inventory data was stored in a database file in the computer. 
Stanford Achievement Test Scores in Total Reading and Total Mathematics 
The Stanford Achievement Test scores of Grade Two students were reviewed and 
analyzed through the following procedure. The number of percentile points a student gained or 
lost on the Stanford Achievement Test in Total Reading and Total Mathematics from spring of 
Grade One (1997) to spring of Grade Two (1998) was calculated. The percent who increased in 
percentile, decreased in percentile, and who scored at the same percentile in Total Reading and 
Total Mathematics in Grade Two was calculated by classroom type. A determination was made 
regarding the classroom in which students performed better based on the highest percent of 
students who increased in percentile in Total Reading and Total Mathematics in Grade Two. 
The same procedure was followed to determine the loss and/or gain in Total Reading and 
in Total Mathematics scores attained by the Grade Four students in this study. Their gain and/or 
loss was calculated for scores attained in Grade Three in the spring of 1997 and scores attained in 
Grade Four in the spring of 1998. Hard copies of students’ Stanford Achievement Tests were 
stored in manila folders with blue labels in a file caddy. Data was stored on spreadsheets in the 
computer. 
Curriculum-Based Test Scores in Reading 
Curriculum-based reading tests are given systematically throughout the year as students 
proceed through their reading books. Student achievement in reading for second graders was 
measured by classroom type through the following procedure. The reading scores that each 
second grader attained were averaged, as well as the reading scores they attained in first grade. 
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The difference between the students’ average reading score in Grade Two and their average 
reading score in Grade One was calculated. The percent who increased, decreased, and who 
scored the same in their reading score average in Grade Two was calculated. A determination was 
made regarding the classroom in which students performed better based on the highest percent 
of students who increased in their reading score average. The reading score average of each 
classroom, as a whole, by classroom type, was calculated to determine which classroom 
generated the highest average. 
The same procedure was followed for fourth graders in 1997-98 who were third graders in 
1996-97. Hard copies of students’ reading scores were stored in manila folders with red labels in a 
file caddy. Data was stored on spreadsheets in the computer. 
Curriculum-Based Test Scores in Mathematics 
Pre-test mathematics inventories were given each fall to the students at Lainsbrook 
School. Posttests were not given each spring. Therefore, pre-test scores of students in Grade 
Three in the fall of 1998, were used as their posttest scores from Grade Two to measure growth. 
Student achievement in mathematics for students in Grade Two was measured by 
classroom type through the following procedure. The difference in each student’s pre-test score 
from Grade Two to Grade Three was calculated. The percent who increased, decreased, and who 
scored the same on their pre-test score from Grade Two to Grade Three was calculated. A 
determination was made regarding the classroom in which the highest percent of students 
performed better, based on the percent who increased in their pre-test score from Grade Two to 
Grade Three. The mathematics pre-test score average in Grade Three of each classroom, as a 
whole, by classroom type was calculated to determine which classroom generated the highest 
average. 
The same procedure was followed for fourth graders in 1997-98 who were fifth graders in 
1998-99. Hard copies of students’ mathematics scores were stored in manila folders with orange 
labels in a file caddy. Data was stored on spreadsheets in the computer. 
Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) Analysis 
Student achievement on the MCAS in English Language Arts and Mathematics for 
students in Grade Four was measured by classroom type through the following procedure. The 
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performance level and numerical score that each student attained were recorded. The percent of 
students in inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms who scored at the “Failing”, “Needs 
Improvement”, “Proficient”, and/or “Advanced” levels in English Language Arts and Mathematics 
was calculated. The average English Language Arts score and average Mathematics score of 
students as a group in inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms was calculated. A determination 
was made regarding the classroom in which students performed better based on the higher 
average score for English Language Arts and Mathematics. Hard copies of students’ MCAS 
scores were stored in manila folders with yellow labels in a file caddy. Data was stored on 
spreadsheets in the computer. 
Report Card Analysis 
Students’ report card grades in Grade One in reading and math were compared to report 
card grades in Grade Two. Grade One and Grade Two report card grades were obtained from the 
front of the students’ cumulative school file. Report card grades for Grade One and Grade Two 
are: E=Excellent; S=Satisfactory; U=Unsatisfactory. Grades were analyzed by classroom type to 
determine if there was improvement from Grade One to Grade Two. The number of students who 
improved, regressed, or stayed the same was tallied and converted to percentages. A 
determination was made regarding the classroom in which the highest percent of students 
improved in their report card grade in reading and mathematics in Grade Two. 
The same procedure was followed in analyzing Grade Four students’ report card grades. 
Report card grades for Grade Three and Grade Four are: A, B, C, D, F. Data on report card grades 
was stored in manila folders with purple labels in a file caddy and on spreadsheets in the 
computer. 
Attendance Records 
Students’ attendance records (Days Present, Days Absence, Days Tardy) in Grade One 
were compared to attendance records in Grade Two. Attendance records were obtained from the 
front of the students’ cumulative school file. Attendance was analyzed by classroom type to 
determine if there were fewer absences from Grade One to Grade Two. The number of students 
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who increased, decreased, and who stayed the same in number of days present was tallied and 
converted to percentages. A determination was made regarding the classroom in which the 
highest percent of students increased in their attendance. 
The same procedure was followed in analyzing Grade Four students’ attendance records. 
Data on attendance was stored in manila folders with purple labels in a file caddy and on 
spreadsheets in the computer. 
Trianaulation of Data 
Triangulation of qualitative and quantitative data is a form of comparative analysis and 
serves several purposes. First, to check “findings against other sources and perspectives” 
(Patton, 1990, p. 470). Second, to determine if the accuracy of the information matches reality, 
that is, if the study has internal validity (Merriam, 1988; Creswell, 1994). Third, to determine 
verification, confirmation, and consistency of findings. Fourth, to balance the subjectivity of 
qualitative data with objective quantitative data. Qualitative and quantitative data collection 
occurred simultaneously throughout the study with the intent to “elaborate, enhance, or illustrate 
the results from one method by using another method” (Creswell, 1994, p.184). 
In this study, methods and sources triangulation consisted of collecting data through 
multiple methods. Qualitative interviews were conducted with several different sources including 
the principal, teachers, parents, and students. A Student Assessment Inventory and 
“unobtrusive measures” (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 129) such as test scores, report cards, 
and attendance records served to supplement the in-depth interviews. Multiple analysts’ 
triangulation occurred when the interviewees and the Principal’s Study Group did member checks 
on the data collection methods, data analysis, and data conclusions. 
Role of the Researcher 
Deploying the Self 
Due to the accessibility and close proximity of having my office located in Lainsbrook 
School for seven years, I have maintained an excellent professional relationship with staff. I have 
served in two primary roles. First, to listen to and support each individual’s opinions, beliefs, and 
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feelings regarding inclusion. This has built trust and respect between the staff and myself. 
Second, to supervise staff through the daily operation of the Title I program and their efforts at 
implementing inclusion. 
Marshall and Rossman (1999) suggest that a researcher address her participantness and 
revealedness in a study as developed by Patton (1990). My participantness in this study was one 
of full participant, while the revealedness of my role was complete disclosure. All participants were 
fully aware of the study being conducted. I also considered myself a participant observer (Patton, 
1990) due to my participating on the Principal’s Study Group and observing the day to day 
activities of those implementing inclusion. This involvement afforded the opportunity to interview 
participants informally, as well as gain insight from an inside perspective. It resulted in an in depth 
description and an understanding of those most directly affected by inclusive practices and the 
district’s Inclusion Plan. 
My intensiveness (Marshall & Rossman, 1999; Patton, 1990) of the study was daily 
contact with participants ranging from several minutes to several hours, while the extensiveness 
was a long-term, two year investment of time by the Principal’s Study Group and myself. The 
Principal’s Study Group met formally for three hours per month from October through May for two 
years. They participated in a pilot study during 1996-97 and designed this study during 1997-98. 
During 1998-99,1 collected, analyzed, and interpreted data, and reported the findings. The 
Principal’s Study Group was involved throughout all phases of the research. 
Having been so intensely involved in inclusion for so long, and having witnessed the 
challenge it has posed for administrators and teachers, I bring biases to this study. The skepticism 
and uncertainty I sometimes have regarding the advantages and benefits of inclusion to the 
general education students are my most prominent biases. Several things have been done to 
reduce my biases. First, I have adopted Patton’s (1990) stance of neutrality which means I have 
not set out to prove a particular perspective or manipulate the data to arrive at predisposed truths. 
Second, I have exhibited his empathetic neutrality by showing empathy, communicating an 
interest in people, and caring about what they say and do during data collection without my being 
judgmental. My biases are outweighed by remaining open-minded, objective, and listening to 
other people’s perspective. Third, the Principal’s Study Group reviewed, discussed, and helped 
analyze data. Multiple perspectives verified, confirmed, questioned, or contradicted my single 
perspective. These perspectives enhance the study’s credibility, accuracy, and soundness. 
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Efficiency 
The research study involved no monetary expense. The Principal’s Study Group has 
tried to efficiently and effectively use the time constraint of three hours per month to discuss the 
design of this study, as well as discuss inclusion issues which they are obligated to do within the 
parameter of their roles and responsibilities. Efficiency and effectiveness of meetings was 
attained through the chairperson facilitating the meetings and guiding the members through 
written agendas. In addition to formal meetings, informal discussions were held to discuss the 
study. 
Due to time constraints set by the university to complete a doctoral program, I tried to 
balance those constraints with the time the Principal’s Study Group and myself needed to 
thoroughly explore the focus and design of our desired study. The Principal’s Study Group and I 
attempted to plan the study as timely as possible without forfeiting a natural progression through 
the stages of research. 
Ethical Considerations 
Reciprocity and Ethics 
I expressed gratitude and appreciation to the staff who gave their time in the research 
process. This was verbally expressed to them individually and collectively. I made time, outside of 
any formal meetings, to be a good listener to any staff member who brought concerns to my 
attention. I also reciprocated by volunteering to be the secretary of the Principal’s Study Group 
during 1998-99 due to the resignation of the former secretary from her teaching position. 
A consent letter outlining participants’ rights was signed by all those choosing to 
participate. All feedback obtained from participants was confidential. Anonymity of participants 
was maintained by replacing their names with numbers, such as General Education Teacher #1 
(GET #1) and then assigning a pseudonym. Maintaining confidentiality of feedback and 
anonymity of participants upheld ethical principles apparent to qualitative research. 
Ensuring the Trustworthiness of the Study 
The trustworthiness of this study was addressed previously by describing the ways in 
which data was triangulated as well as stating my biases. In my attempts to remain objective, I 
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reviewed the literature to learn what qualitative researchers say regarding objectivity. Several 
things were helpful. First, Patton (1990) explains that one’s closeness to the study does not 
make bias and loss of perspective inevitable. Distance is merely distance and does not guarantee 
objectivity. Second, according to House (1977) as referred to by Patton (1990), an evaluator 
must be impartial rather than simply objective. Third, it may be advisable to substitute fairness and 
balance for objectivity and truth. This is attained by presenting each side of the case as an 
advocate and presenting reasonably accurate and believable data rather than data that is true in an 
absolute sense (Guba 1981; Patton, 1990) 
When addressing concerns about objectivity and truth, Patton (1990) suggests Kvaie’s 
(1987) “ ‘pragmatic validation’ ” (p. 484). This means that the perspective presented is judged by 
its relevance to and use by those to whom it is presented. Their perspectives are joined with the 
researcher’s perspective. Similarly, the ultimate test of credibility, otherwise referred to as a 
study’s face validity, is determined by its users and readers. In this study, the face validity will be 
determined by the Principal’s Study Group, the Lainsbrook School staff, and my dissertation 
committee. Chapter IV presents a detailed analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data 
gathered for this case study. 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE RESEARCH STUDY 
Qualitative Analysis 
Introduction 
In-depth interviews were held with five general education teachers, the principal, four 
general education parents, and three general education students. The interviews focused on 
several topics. The first half of the interviews addressed inclusion implementation, teaching 
methodology and learning, the curriculum, and assessment. The latter half of the interviews 
addressed variables that affect students’ academic progress and social progress, as well as the 
effect of inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms on general education students. 
Research findings are discussed in detail, as well as the major themes that emerged from my 
analysis of the interviewees’ perceptions and opinions. The analysis of the interviews is 
presented in three sections: General Education Teachers’ and Principal’s Interviews, General 
Education Parents’ Interviews, and General Education Students’ Interviews. Quotations are cited 
from interviewees that were most relevant and supported the themes. 
The pseudonym GET followed by a number was given to the teachers (GET #1, GET #2, 
GET#3, GET #4, GET # 5). OTH (Other) was given to the principal. GEP followed by a number 
was given to the parents (GEP #1, GEP#2, GEP #3, GEP #4) as well as GES followed by a number 
to the students (GES #1, GES #2, GES #3). These pseudonyms were used in the transcriptions 
of the interviews and during data analysis. 
Next, a fictitious name was assigned to each participant’s pseudonym to make the 
narrative clearer and easier to read. GET #1 (Rosalind), GET #4 (Taylor), and GET #3 (Grace) 
taught in a Grade Two partial inclusion, inclusion, and non-inclusion classroom, respectively. 
GET #5 (Meredith) and GET #2 (Shaina) taught in a Grade Four inclusion classroom and a non¬ 
inclusion classroom, respectively. Carl was the principal of Lainsbrook School when the study was 
conducted. 
GEP #1 (Shirley) and GEP #2 (Jennifer) had a child in a Grade Two inclusion and non¬ 
inclusion classroom, respectively. GEP #3 (Dara) and GEP #4 (Brittany) had a child in a Grade Four 
inclusion and non-inclusion classroom, respectively. GES #1 (Alex) and GES #3 (Lucille) were 
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fourth graders in a non-inclusion and inclusion classroom, respectively. GES #2 (Miranda) was a 
second grader in a non-inclusion classroom. See Appendix F for a description of each 
participant’s background. 
This study documents the following general findings regarding inclusion across all role 
groups. First, interviewees noted that inclusion is not implemented consistently. Second, 
through their experiences, interviewees learned that many variables contribute to inclusion’s 
success. Third, interviewees claimed that a continuum of placements are not available to all 
students but should be. Fourth, the teachers and principal believed that the use of multiple 
teaching strategies, curriculum modifications, and alternative assessment measures address all 
students’ needs. Fifth, interviewees identified more positive effects and outcomes of inclusion 
academically and socially than negative effects on general education students. 
General Education Teachers’ and Principal’s Interviews 
Summary of Findings 
Interviewees noted that the district’s Inclusion Plan did not provide enough staff, 
resources, planning time, or a monetary commitment to address the ever-increasing needs of 
students. Additionally, inclusion was not implemented consistently across grades or within each 
grade level because various inclusion models were used by teachers. Several suggestions 
emerged regarding the best way to implement inclusion in the future, such as clustering or 
disbursing students with disabilities equally in the general education classrooms. Other 
suggestions included limiting the number of students with severe academic or behavioral 
disabilities in one general education, providing additional support staff in each general education 
classroom, offering more options for pull-out services, and hiring a behaviorist to work with 
students with significant behavioral disabilities. 
Several key elements that contribute to inclusion’s success were reported as well as 
teaching strategies and configurations in grouping students. Teachers had several expectations 
of students. First, to learn the district’s curriculum as well as the Curriculum Frameworks. Second, 
to build a foundation of skills. Third, to become independent thinkers and learners. 
Many curriculum modifications were made to meet all students’ needs such as allotting 
more time on tasks, providing alternative advanced activities, teaching a subject at a particular time 
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of day, and using multi-level materials and manipulatives. Teachers generally tried to cover the 
breadth of the curriculum, but encountered factors that deterred them such as interruptions, 
additional time spent explaining concepts, acclimating to a new reading series, and students 
reading infrequently outside of class. 
Interviewees identified ways in which MCAS has impacted the delivery of the curriculum. 
For example, prior to MCAS, the curriculum was delivered at a slower pace for students with or 
without disabilities who lacked basic skills. Since MCAS, some subjects are taught in depth for 
longer blocks of time each day. Interviewees believed it is essential for the district’s curriculum to 
align with updated textbooks, the Curriculum Frameworks, MCAS, and other standardized tests. 
In the area of assessment, interviewees described the circumstances under which a 
student with disabilities should not take a standardized test with the whole class. In addition, 
factors that impact a student’s test performance were identified. It was speculated that 
modifications to a test may affect a test’s score as well as the validity of the test. 
Interviewees believed that a student with disabilities as well as any academically- 
challenged student could impact class, school, and district results. Most interviewees thought the 
scores of students with disabilities should be reported separately from the general population to 
avoid a negative impact on scores. A suggestion was made to report the scores of students with 
disabilities in two sets. First, as part of the whole class. Second, as a group separate from the 
class. In spite of recommending that scores be reported separately, it was noted that the answers 
of students with disabilities on written prompts of the MCAS, were often richer in content than the 
answers of general education students. Yet, alternative ways to administer tests to students with 
disabilities were proposed, such as standardized tests designed to the level at which a student is 
functioning; informal, teacher-made tests; and goal-setting. 
Variables were identified that negatively or positively affect a general education student’s 
academic and social progress in any type of classroom. More importantly, interviewees reported 
more positive than negative academic and social effects of inclusion on general education 
students. 
Inclusion Implementation 
In order to build a background regarding interviewees’ inclusive experiences, initial 
questions focused on the training they received, what the district and school goals were for 
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inclusion, and the process for placing students with disabilities in general education classrooms. 
Subsequent questions centered on interviewees’ attitude toward inclusion and confidence in 
implementing it. Participants were asked how inclusion was implemented at the school and in the 
classrooms, if they were satisfied with how it was implemented, and if it was successful. The 
inclusion implementation section of the interviews concluded with questions based on the 
teachers’ preference for teaching in a particular type of classroom, the service delivery model that 
best meets all students’ needs, and how inclusion should have been implemented ideally and 
differently. 
Teachers’ training in inclusion varied from very little training to formal training in college. 
Teachers who had 12-20 hours of training in inclusion received it through workshops provided by 
the school district and graduate courses. Rosalind, Taylor, and Carl felt they had enough training. 
Shaina, Grace, and Meredith had a minimal amount of training and preferred more training in a 
number of areas. First, how to effectively manage their classrooms without the assistance of 
support staff. Second, how to group students who could work together while the teacher is 
providing extra help to others. Third, how to plan and coordinate their teaching styles with the 
special education teachers’ teaching styles in order for lessons to flow smoothly. Fourth, to learn 
new teaching approaches in reading as well as strategies to address the learning modalities of 
children. These findings support Sage and Burrello’s (1994) shift from training some teachers as 
specialists to training all teachers to educate students with disabilities. 
Roach (1995) believed the initial phase of inclusion entailed careful planning, while Power 
de-Fur and Orelove (1997) recommended writing a plan. Similarly, the initial phase of inclusion for 
this district was characterized by carefully planning for the involvement of staff and parents in 
writing the district’s Inclusion Plan. The overarching goal of the plan is to achieve full inclusion 
grade-by-grade, year-by-year, starting with full inclusion in kindergarten for the 1994-95 school 
year. Roach (1995) would describe this plan as one in which inclusion is gradually phased in. The 
mission of the plan is to provide the personnel, in-service training, common planning time, 
curriculum development, organizational modifications, and continuum of services required to 
assure that all pupils are educated in the least restrictive environment. 
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The are two major long-term anticipated outcomes of the plan. First, to educate all pupils 
and provide support services (special education, gifted/talented, Title I, ESL, Bilingual) in the least 
restrictive environment. Second, to train 100% of the staff to accommodate all pupils 
appropriately. 
The most widely noted drawbacks of the district’s Inclusion Plan were a lack of support 
staff to meet an increase in students’ needs and that it does not reflect the reality of the 
classroom. According to Rosalind, “The Inclusion Plan has not met the increase of students 
needing services. There are more students with learning, physical, and speech difficulties, and 
there’s just not enough staffing.” Shaina claimed, “It’s a very nice plan on paper, but I don’t think 
it’s a reality in the classroom.” 
Meredith exhibited a very strong emotional reaction to the plan. She was terrified by the 
plan because it identified the general education teacher as the primary service provider for all 
students. Furthermore, it was scary when she advocated for resources for a child and could not 
get those resources. On a more optimistic note, yet mindful of the district’s mission and need for 
staff, training, and planning time, Carl stated: 
The way the plan is written, inclusion can and should work. However, if you 
stick to the mission, you need to provide the personnel, the training, and 
planning time that teachers need. Only if you meet the mission statement 
will the plan be effective. 
When asked what the goals of the inclusion program were for their school, the 
interviewees answered with some consistency. Shaina, Grace, and Taylor stated the goal as it was 
written in the district’s plan. Carl summarized the goal as, ‘To provide instruction to all students in 
the least restrictive environment, including bilingual, Title I, and special needs students.” 
Rosalind thought it was to be completely inclusive by the year 2000. Meredith was aware of the 
goals, but felt they were not met in any systematic manner. 
Although there are written goals for the inclusion program, I think that actual 
actions we take to reach those goals are done haphazardly, yet to the best of 
our abilities, given the resources that we have. During 1997-98, we put all special 
education children in one classroom. Usually special needs students are split 
fifty/fifty amongst the two classes at every grade level. 
Interviewees demonstrated some inconsistency in their perception of what the process is 
for placing students with disabilities in general education classrooms. Rosalind believed the 
process was based on recommendations from the principal, parents, and special education 
teacher. Grace and Taylor thought the process entailed holding Individual Education Program 
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(IEP) meetings, placing students in a general education classroom, scheduling inclusion services, 
and making modifications. However, if students with disabilities were new to the school, and had 
an Individual Education Plan upon entering, they were placed in any classroom. 
According to Meredith, once a student was identified as needing special education 
services, there was no set process for placing that student in a general education classroom. Carl 
felt that students were typically disbursed equally into general education classrooms, based on 
academics, race, behavior, gender, and special needs. However, during 1997-98, Carl, 
Meredith, Shaina, and the special education teacher decided to cluster all of the special education 
children in one fourth grade classroom on a pilot basis. Rosalind, Grace, and Taylor also decided 
to cluster students at the second grade level. Over the course of the school year, Rosalind’s 
classroom became a partial inclusion classroom because one student received speech therapy 
and another student was monitored by the special education teacher. The purpose of clustering 
was to optimize special education services, maximize resources, and efficiently utilize the time of 
special education staff. 
All of the teachers and the principal described their attitude toward inclusion as positive 
due to enjoying working with peers, being open-minded, flexible, and receptive to suggestions. 
Shaina’s attitude toward inclusion was described within a real life context. 
Life is inclusion. A classroom should mirror real life. You meet all kinds of 
people in real life, in a job, and in the community. Students need to learn to 
get along with people. I feel inclusion is a very positive step toward that, 
provided you have ample help while you’re doing it. 
Even though Carl believed inclusion should be implemented and is successful for most students, 
he did not believe it works for every child in every situation. In cases where it does not work, there 
should be alternatives. Carl’s view is similar to Manset and Semmel’s (1997) finding that inclusion 
can be effective for some, but not all students with disabilities. 
All of the interviewees felt confident implementing inclusion. Some felt they had an 
effective way of reaching students. Others felt they could do a better job if they had common 
planning time with specialists and more consistent help. Carl’s perception of his confidence was 
based on a collaborative understanding between the teachers and himself. “I feel that if teachers 
understand the mission and the goals, and I understand the mission and the goals, then inclusion 
should work and I feel comfortable with that.” Even though Taylor was confident, she believed 
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there is always room for improvement as she gains more experience and implements new 
strategies. Meredith was confident implementing inclusion from the time she began her teaching 
career because it was something she did instinctively. 
I started with inclusion the first year I started teaching. I felt it was an 
instinctive thing for me to include every child in all the activities in the 
classroom. It wasn't called inclusion then. There was a group of children 
sitting in the back of the classroom who were totally separate. I moved 
their desks and told them they were now a part of the classroom and 
whatever the class was doing they were expected to do. Within a month, 
they were participating in all the lessons. At the end of that year, one child 
who had always been in special education moved into general education. 
She has never returned to special education. 
Rosalind, Shaina, and Grace described ways in which inclusion was implemented at the 
school. First, students with disabilities were fully included in general education classrooms with 
special education support. Next, the general education and special education teachers co¬ 
taught. Last, as a supplement to inclusion, a pull-out program was offered comprised of small 
group or one-on-one assistance. Meredith felt that inclusion was implemented only by willing 
teachers and with no set method. 
Sage and Burrello (1994) reviewed four arenas of restructuring presented by the 
Wisconsin Center on Restructuring. These arenas entailed the participation of students in all 
aspects of school life, heterogeneous grouping, teachers working as a team, planning together, 
and taking responsibility for educating all students. These arenas are similar to the ways in which 
inclusion was implemented in general education classrooms as identified by the interviewees. 
First, students were included in all academic areas. Second, programs were modified to help 
students adapt their learning style to the work presented in the classroom. Third, 
paraprofessionals worked with small groups. Fourth, children with disabilities were paired with 
general education students. Fifth, general education and special education teachers worked 
closely to address students’ needs, provide extra help to students, make modifications, assess 
students’ progress, and plan lessons. Sixth, children participated in heterogeneous cooperative 
learning groups. The benefit of cooperative learning to bright general education students was 
exemplified by Meredith. 
I have often seen children who are book smart have the most difficulty in 
cooperative groups. They have difficulty compromising and listening to 
another child’s ideas. Inclusion builds tolerance, patience, and communication 
skills. 
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She continued: 
I build groups based on strengths rather than weaknesses. I find that 
some of the children who have special needs academically have strengths 
socially or in solving problems with their hands. A good reader, a good writer, 
a good communicator, and a good manager of manipulatives would make 
a nice team. 
Meredith has incorporated components that are described in Lipsky’s (1992) call for a third wave 
of reform such as, building on students’ strengths and abilities, and providing opportunities for 
cooperative learning and peer tutoring. 
According to Thousand and Villa (1991) educators who work in multidisciplinary teams can 
collectively use their skills and knowledge to create unique, personalized programs for each 
student. Similarly, Meredith found that when she and the special education teacher implemented 
inclusion, they became synchronized, developed “a flow” based on what the children needed, 
and built a program that was readily modified. However, they learned that a special education 
teacher becomes fragmented when faced with serving four to six classrooms per day. 
Fragmentation generated two drawbacks. First, continuity was lacking in the presentation of 
lessons and in students’ learning. Second, communication broke down between the teachers. 
This finding is supported in the literature by Ferguson’s (1995) report that special educators who 
served inclusion classrooms struggled with having to teach in so many classrooms. 
Teachers and the principal were generally satisfied with how they implemented inclusion, 
yet, identified a need for more support staff and resources. Shaina emphasized that a special 
education teacher cannot physically divide her time between four classrooms every day, and 
adequately serve students in several academic areas. Interviewees were frustrated by a lack of 
available resources in meeting students’ needs. Meredith reflectively expressed her frustration 
and feelings of failure. 
I become frustrated when all the players and pieces aren’t there. I feel 
I have failed a child and in a way failed the classroom when a child knows 
his needs or someone else’s needs are not being met. If I don’t have an 
aide or a teacher that is going to take a child aside to work with him, making 
an educational experience for that child becomes consuming for me. 
Similarly, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that one-third or fewer teachers surveyed 
believed they had sufficient resources. They also reported a greater need for resources and 
support than were available. Lack of needed, but unavailable resources, hindered the success of 
inclusion. 
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Interviewees were asked if inclusion was successful. Answers to this question varied. 
Grace thought inclusion was successful in math, but not in reading with three or four groups 
occurring simultaneously. Taylor and Carl felt inclusion was successful for the majority of the 
students, yet at times, services were needed that could not be provided in an inclusion setting. 
These opinions align with the Moderate Change Model described by Kubicek (1994) in which 
there is a reduction in the number of students receiving pull-out services and an increase in the 
number of students served in general education classrooms. However, proponents of this model 
realize that some students, at times, may benefit from receiving services apart from the general 
education classroom. 
Shaina did not believe inclusion was successful because some students did not get the 
time they needed from the special education teacher. The majority of the special education 
teacher’s time was often given to those with significant behavioral needs. Meredith had a similar 
opinion. She explained: 
I wouldn’t call it successful, but I would say it worked better during 1997-98. 
For example, the special education teacher, even though she was in my 
classroom more often, was called out because of behaviors or a crisis 
occurring at another grade level. When teachers are team teaching, 
they should not be interrupted because of a crisis elsewhere. This calls for 
inconsistencies of services to the children. I might have been planning on 
doing a lesson where the special education teacher’s role in it was very 
important, but having her called out foiled the plan. This is not the mark 
of a successful program. It definitely had its faults. 
Rather than calling a special education teacher out of the classroom, Meredith recommended that 
a child be removed by another special education teacher or behaviorist whose sole responsibility 
is to address that child’s behavior. 
The interviewees identified key elements that make inclusion successful, many of which 
were reported by Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996). First, strong, patient teachers must work 
together as a team and cooperatively share responsibilities. Second, teachers must have the 
desire to make inclusion work and have the ability to make appropriate modifications. Third, 
common planning time is needed. Fourth, training for teachers and paraprofessionals must be 
provided. Fifth, it is beneficial when a general education teacher is dual certified in elementary 
and special education. Sixth, special education teachers are needed at every grade level as well 
as paraprofessionals in every classroom. Seventh, the needs of every child should be the focus 
and priority of educators and policymakers. Meredith stated: 
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Every child’s needs must be the priority and not how many pennies 
are going to be spent in the budget or the maximum number of people 
that can be hired. If we are going to make a commitment to bettering 
the kids’ education then we have to decide what kind of commitment 
we are going to make. 
Meredith continued by indicating that it is very easy in an inclusion classroom to become 
preoccupied with the children who have the greatest needs. After that, she believed it is next 
easiest to challenge the children who are working at a high level. However, she reminds us that it 
is the children in the middle that cannot be forgotten. Eighth, the number of students with 
disabilities in a general education classroom as well as the severity of students’ needs must be 
considered. According to Shaina: 
You need to limit the number of students and the severity of needs 
that the teacher is responsible for. I really do not feel one teacher can 
have ten children with Individual Education Plan’s in her classroom, 
assist them all equally, and still maintain a balance with the general 
education students. 
Similarly, Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996) found that teachers’ willingness to teach students with 
disabilities depended on the severity of students’ disabilities. 
Rosalind and Grace preferred to teach in a partial inclusion classroom. Shaina preferred 
either an inclusion or partial inclusion classroom with adequate staff. Taylor and Meredith 
preferred an inclusion classroom. Taylor recognized the importance of pull-out programs, but 
preferred students to be fully included because they gain more self-confidence by being a part of 
the larger group. Meredith’s preference was based on two criteria. First, the percent of students 
identified with disabilities should not exceed 25 percent. She believed 25 percent was the 
maximum percent at which children’s skills would complement one another. Power de-Fur and 
Orelove (1997) recommended the percent of students with disabilities in general education 
classrooms to be a natural proportion of 10-15 percent. Second, pull-out programs would be 
minimal and occur only if absolutely necessary. Pulling a child out of the class is a transition for the 
child, takes time away from learning, and is very disruptive to others. Hence, she described 
inclusion as more “fluid” than pull-out. That is, fluidity is attained by the special education teacher 
quietly entering a classroom, knowing who she will be working with, and in what areas she will 
provide help. 
Rosalind, Shaina, Grace, Taylor, and Carl were of the opinion that a combination of 
inclusion and pull-out was the best model to meet the needs of all students. A combination model 
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supports Ferguson’s (1995) belief that all students should be provided the opportunity to learn in 
many different places. That is, a continuum of supports should be available to all students. 
Marston (1996) found that a combined services model produced greater teacher satisfaction and 
greater progress for students with disabilities. Similarly, Fuchs and Fuchs (1995) believed there 
are times, when non-inclusive placements promote greater academic achievement for students 
with disabilities than inclusive placements. 
Interviewees claimed that the pull-out component of a combination model addresses 
specific academic or behavioral needs of any student. Subsequently, it allows the general 
education class to move forward. In addition, reading and speech services are difficult to deliver in 
an inclusion setting, therefore, a pull-out is needed in those areas. The inclusion component of 
the combination model provides an opportunity for general education children to be role models. 
Grace believed general education students give an incentive and confidence to the children with 
disabilities. Contrary to most of the interviewees’ opinions, Meredith favored an inclusion-only 
model. She believed an inclusion-only model provides opportunities for students with disabilities 
to exhibit high self-esteem and to feel empowered by being part of the group. 
The inclusion implementation section of the interviews was concluded by asking two 
questions. First, How should inclusion have been implemented ideally in the school and 
classrooms? Second, How should inclusion have been implemented differently across the 
district? Responses to both questions were similar to those given regarding what makes inclusion 
successful. Additional answers to the first question included smaller class size and increased 
parental involvement in children’s education. Smaller class size is supported by Scruggs and 
Mastropieri (1996) who indicated that teachers believed inclusion classrooms should have fewer 
than 20 students. In addition, Bassett and Smith (1996) reported that one of the eight national 
goals of the Educate America Act 1994 is to increase parental involvement in all children’s 
education through school/parent partnerships. 
Carl’s response to the first question suggested placing students with disabilities in both 
classrooms at each grade level, unlike the model implemented in 1997-98. One special 
education teacher would serve each classroom when it was not scheduled for physical education, 
music, or art. In contrast to Carl’s suggestion, Meredith recommended clustering students in 
general education classrooms as was implemented in 1997-98, but with additional staff. 
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I really believe in clustering children. This is accomplished by placing children 
who are on grade level evenly across the classrooms at each grade level. The 
Title I children would be placed in one of the classrooms which would be served 
by the Title I staff. Similarly, the special education professionals would serve the 
other general education classroom in which students with disabilities are placed. 
Three suggestions emerged in response to how inclusion should have been 
implemented differently across the district. First, more support staff at each grade level should 
have been provided so that one special education teacher did not have a roster of 35-40 students 
to serve per day. Second, a stronger monetary commitment should have been made to instate 
additional staff and to train paraprofessionals. Similarly, Gartner and Lipsky (1987) indicated that 
funding must be sufficient in order to appropriately support students with disabilities in general 
education classrooms. In addition, Roach (1995) reported that districts have advocated for 
funding to be allocated to the general education classrooms that were previously channeled into 
separate placements. Third, the referral process for special education services needed to be 
shorter so that children would be served in a timely manner. In retrospect, Carl summarized: 
I feel implementing inclusion one grade at a time was a good way to begin. 
However, maybe all resources were not in place before we moved on to the 
next grade. I think if you’re going to move from grade to grade, the resources 
at Grade One should have been provided before Grade Two or Three or 
Four got into inclusion. What happened is that too many grades tried to 
implement inclusion at once without enough resources. I think the grades 
that volunteered to do inclusion may have drained the resources that could 
have gone to first grade. 
Teaching Methodology and Learning 
Questions regarding teaching methodology and learning addressed several topics. First, 
teaching strategies used to meet the needs of all students. Second, activities utilized for reading 
and mathematics instruction. Third, the teachers’ and principal’s expectations for all students. 
Fourth, how teachers and students know when students are learning. 
Most of the interviewees described the goal of inclusive instruction as to have all children 
working on the same academic activity in the general education classroom, yet, perhaps at a 
higher or lower level, faster or slower pace, or with modifications. General education students 
often help children in reading or mathematics who do not learn as fast as they do, or who have 
difficulty following directions and staying on task. Teachers identified several variables that are 
needed to adapt the instruction to meet students’ needs. They include: flexibility, 
resourcefulness, communication, on-going assessment, and having a repertoire of strategies 
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from which to choose. Shaina suggested addressing not only the mathematical, logical, and 
linguistic intelligences of students, but spatial and kinesthetic intelligences as well. Power de-Fur 
and Orelove’s (1997) description of inclusive education is similar to the interviewee’s description, 
yet focuses on students with disabilities. That is, inclusive education entails providing a child with 
disabilities an education in the general education classroom with the supports and 
accommodations needed by the child. 
The literature indicated that the classroom environment must be one in which students 
are not afraid to take risks (Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 1995). Similarly, Meredith promoted a 
risk-free environment by utilizing a teaching approach that encouraged students to be 
comfortable and to feel safe saying they do not understand a concept. She believed 
communication is important between the teacher and student, and between students as learners. 
For example, if a student asks a fellow classmate for help this does not mean the teacher has failed 
to teach that child. Rather, it represents a community of learners helping each other and it gives 
students more tools. Establishing learning communities is one of the critical outcomes of 
restructuring proposed by Newmann (1991) and reported by Sage and Burrello (1994). 
Meredith used an array of techniques to teach to all students’ individual needs and to help 
them understand concepts. First, reading the text to the students. Second, having students 
share their thought processes. Third, discussing different ways to solve a problem. Fourth, 
applying a problem to real life situations. Meredith’s philosophy of teaching aligns with that of the 
proponents of the Regular Education Initiative who believe that an integrated general education 
and special education system would recognize and teach to the individual differences of all 
children. 
Several teachers used Bloom’s Taxonomy in their instruction. Bloom’s “Taxonomy of 
Educational Objectives,” published by Benjamin S. Bloom, Professor of Educational Psychology 
at the University of Chicago in 1956, consists of six levels of skills that students use: knowledge, 
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. These levels represent a gauge 
by which educators can plan instruction to ensure that all learners are being intellectually 
stimulated. An emphasis on analysis, synthesis, and evaluation are often referred to as higher- 
order thinking skills. Teaching higher-order thinking skills supports Lipsky’s (1992) belief that 
students should be active, engaged workers who learn best through discovery and higher-order 
thinking skills. 
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Activities and approaches common to both reading and mathematics instruction entailed 
several configurations. First, children work on projects independently or with a partner. 
Second, specialists provide services in the classroom with the use of manipulatives and visual 
aids. Third, whole group instruction is orchestrated by the general education teacher which allows 
the special education teacher or paraprofessional to circulate to children who need assistance. 
Fourth, small group instruction is orchestrated by the special education teacher and is offered to 
any student who is having difficulty. In small groups, students work at their level or on skills parallel 
to those presented to the whole class. Last, students work in small groups without teachers’ 
assistance, but with at least one role model per group. At that time, teachers are free to conduct 
one-on-one conferences to check students’ understanding. Meredith illustrated the impact of 
working in small groups. 
Within small groups, students may work individually and then share their 
answers with their group. It is very educational when they share their answers. 
They pay attention to where answers are different, where strategies are 
different, and they are curious as to why they are different. If somebody 
has an incorrect answer, understanding why it is incorrect and learning how to 
do it correctly becomes much more important because they are part of a group. 
That’s positive peer pressure. 
These configurations are similar to Ferguson’s (1995) inclusion initiative that promotes organizing 
students in different ways for learning. 
When Grace had an inclusion classroom, she paired students in reading. She matched a 
student with disabilities with a good role model. The pairs worked on a question that was given to 
the whole class. Next, they had to decide the best answer between the two of them. After that, 
the students stood in front of the class and explained their answer. They learned to cooperate. 
Grace said: 
The children who were high in academics loved working with their peers 
with disabilities. The students with disabilities looked up to their role models 
and wanted to be like them. It built both children’s self-esteem and self- 
confidence. They felt good about each other and they worked terrifically 
together. 
In Meredith’s fourth grade inclusion classroom, there was always an opportunity for 
students to incorporate the writing process, that is, brainstorming, pre-writing, rough drafting, 
peer conferencing, and editing. Every student wrote on the same theme and shared and edited 
each other’s work. The same skills were targeted for all students. However, the amount of work 
required may have varied. For example, the top students had to write a 250-word essay, the 
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middle students a 150-word essay, and the students with disabilities a 50-word essay. In addition, 
trade books were often read aloud by students or the teacher from which students with disabilities 
benefited auditorily. 
Meredith had a selective mute in her class who did not read aloud, but participated 
through other methods, such as holding up a piece of paper with a yes or no on it, going to the 
board and writing the answer, shaking his head yes or no, or showing fingers. During an oral 
presentation for a book report, he stood up and showed things on a poster while another student 
read his report. 
When Shaina had an inclusion classroom, she paired students in mathematics. She did 
not allow the students to pair themselves because she wanted a balanced group. A child with an 
Individual Education Plan (IEP) often had strengths that a general education student did not have. 
For example, children with the lEP’s did hands-on, spatial, or patterning activities that the high 
ability students struggled with because it was not a paper and pencil activity. 
Cooperative learning groups comprised of students with and without disabilities were 
utilized to solve mathematics problems. Everyone had a job or role in the group. First, a recorder, 
would write down all the data that the group generated. Second, a team manager distributed and 
collected all the paperwork, pencils, and manipulatives. Third, the checker verified that all of the 
assigned work was completed. Fourth, the encourager made sure everyone in the group 
participated, and that no one sat quietly by himself. While cooperative learning groups occurred, 
the teacher’s role was to circulate from group to group checking on students’ progress. Perhaps 
the teacher made suggestions, but did not reveal the answers to problems that the students were 
working on. If students with disabilities had difficulty, the teacher encouraged them to articulate 
their difficulty. Similarly, Van Dyke, Stallings, and Colley (1995) reported that it is essential to 
clearly define the roles of cooperative learning group members and to assure that all members 
participate. 
The interviewees expressed a diverse range of expectations for students. Carl expected 
all students with and without disabilities to be exposed to the general curriculum in every subject 
at each grade level, and to be challenged beyond that, if possible. If students with disabilities had 
difficulty with the general curriculum, modifications were made for them. Carl did not believe that 
making modifications for these students had a negative effect on the general education students. 
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Teachers believed they were accountable to follow the district’s curriculum as well as the 
Curriculum Frameworks in order to prepare students for the Massachusetts Comprehensive 
Assessment System (MCAS). In essence, this entailed teaching the learning strands of the 
Curriculum Frameworks in all subject areas as well as making adjustments in the district’s 
curriculum where it was lacking. For example, according to the Frameworks, fourth grade social 
studies should address ancient civilizations, whereas, the new textbook covered American 
geography. Students were expected to learn the material in the Frameworks as well as in the 
textbook. After the first administration of the MCAS, teachers conducted an item analysis of the 
MCAS scores, determined areas in which students were weak, and adjusted their instruction to 
address those weaknesses. 
Shaina expected students to come to school ready to learn every day. “When students 
come prepared, they learn to be responsible for their work. They become an active member in the 
classroom and make the most of their time.” Shaina’s expectation supports Howard-Rose and 
Rose’s (1994) finding that in order for students to be successful in inclusive settings, they need 
to take personal responsibility for learning. This expectation also aligns with one of the eight 
national goals of the Educate America Act 1994. That is, all children will come to school ready to 
learn. 
Meredith tried to give fourth graders a sense of independence. She expected the 
general education students to synthesize all the information they learned prior to fourth grade. 
Whenever they learned something new, they had to determine what they could take from before, 
and apply it to what they were currently learning, to come up with new information and knowledge. 
If students asked Meredith a question that she did not know, she made them accountable for 
finding the answer and bringing it back to her. She wanted them to become independent 
thinkers and independent learners. Meredith’s approach reflects Ferguson’s (1995) shift from the 
teacher as disseminator of content toward teaching approaches that emphasize the role of the 
learner in creating knowledge and pursuing further learning. 
Meredith believed it was not realistic to expect the students with disabilities to apply skills 
at the sophistication of the general education students. She challenged the general education 
students more than the students with disabilities. With students with disabilities, she tried to 
address the building blocks that were missing. She wanted to give them the foundation that they 
were lacking to move on. However, as the year progressed, more was expected of these 
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students and the gap was expected to close. Carl explained the relevance of students making 
one year’s growth each year. He also referred to learning as a building block, similar to that which 
Meredith expressed. Carl said: 
You hope that each child is on grade level when they come into the grade, 
however they may not be. If you can get every child to progress one year 
for each year they’re in school, that shows significant growth. If you can do 
more than that, then you have helped the child to catch up. Learning 
is a building block. All the students should be prepared to carry what 
they’ve learned to the next year. 
Teachers assessed students’ learning through the use of unit or theme tests in 
mathematics and reading, oral responses to questions, writing in journals, and formal standardized 
tests. Informal teacher-made measures were utilized such as checklists, classroom observations, 
and evaluating a student’s effectiveness in helping another student. 
When a student was aware that he was learning, he exhibited self-confidence, felt good 
about himself, and was motivated to keep achieving. Furthermore, students realized they were 
learning when they were capable of building complex tasks beyond the basic skills. As Shaina 
capsulized, “We set the stage with building blocks and then try to build a tower.” 
Curriculum 
Questions in the area of curriculum targeted modifications made to meet all students’ 
needs, the amount of curriculum covered, and altering the pace in delivering the curriculum. In 
addition, questions were posed regarding curriculum alignment with the mathematics series, 
reading series, the Stanford Achievement Test, and the Massachusetts Comprehensive 
Assessment System (MCAS). 
Many modifications were made to meet the needs of all students, many of which were 
reported in the literature (Power de-Fur & Orelove, 1997; Roach, 1995; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 
1996; and the Title I Exchange Newsletter, 1997). First, students were instructed to highlight the 
most important things they needed to know in a textbook. Second, concepts were re-taught and 
the pace of lessons was slowed down. Third, directions and questions were re-worded or 
repeated. Fourth, additional time on task was provided for those who required it. Fifth, alternative 
advanced activities were assigned to students who moved along more quickly than others. Sixth, 
some subjects were taught at a particular time, such as reading in the morning when children were 
more alert. Seventh, multi-level materials as well as enrichment materials were accompanied by 
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performance-based assessments. For example, hands-on projects or oral Questions were used 
to evaluate the progress of a child who was not adept at a pencil and paper test. Eighth, materials 
such as manipulatives, visual aids, and modified worksheets were provided. 
As Meredith summarized, “The modifications that were made were as many as the 
children in the classroom. You have to modify whatever you do in the classroom to suit each 
child’s needs, whether it’s making it simpler or more challenging.” Hunt, Staub, Alwell, and Goetz 
(1994) refer to Rainforth’s (1992) finding that redesigning the curriculum, materials, and methods 
for students with disabilities was beneficial to students without disabilities. Similarly, Van Dyke, 
Stallings, and Colley (1995) believe all students benefit from curricular adaptations, study aids, 
and individualized assistance that is provided In an inclusion classroom. 
Grade Two teachers, Rosalind, Grace, and Taylor were on target in delivering the breadth 
of the curriculum. However, Grade Four teachers, Shaina and Meredith claimed they were not 
always able to complete the curriculum or textbooks for a variety of reasons. First, interruptions 
hindered the pace in the classroom. Second, additional time was allocated if students were not 
grasping concepts. It was noted that it was not always the students with disabilities who required 
additional time to grasp concepts. Third, Meredith was acclimating to a new reading series that 
had a new format. The series consisted of workbooks and tests that required holistic, rather than 
skills-oriented responses. Fourth, many children did not have any printed material at home, 
therefore, did not read outside of class. Fifth, less time was available for enrichment due to 
students’ lack of basic skills. 
Prior to MCAS, Shaina delivered the curriculum at a slower pace to cover basic skills that 
students should have learned in second and third grade. She and other teachers found that 
students with or without disabilities slowed the pace. In fact, students with disabilities may have 
required help with basic facts, but were very good in terms of hands-on activities in geometry, 
patterning, or sequencing. Since 1998, MCAS has influenced how teachers deliver the 
curriculum. For example, the mathematics portion of MCAS incorporates problem solving and 
higher-order thinking skills with little emphasis on computation. Therefore, mathematics is taught 
in more depth and for longer blocks of time each day. 
During 1997-98, an updated mathematics series was implemented by the Grade Two 
teachers, but not the Grade Four teachers. Those who used the new series believed it aligned 
with the district’s revised curriculum which was based on the Curriculum Frameworks. The 
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outdated mathematics series did not align with the district’s curriculum. The fourth grade teachers 
purchased their own materials to do hands-on, creative things that brought mathematics into real- 
life situations. They only used the outdated textbook to the extent to which it served their 
individual lesson plans. A new reading series was piloted by Meredith in 1997-98, while others 
used an outdated reading series. The new reading series was very effective in meeting the 
requirements of the district’s revised curriculum which, like the mathematics curriculum, was based 
on the Curriculum Frameworks. 
Teachers unanimously felt there were discrepancies between the curriculum and the 
Stanford Achievement Test. The curriculum did not cover the same vocabulary, concepts, or 
extent to which the Stanford covered concepts. Often, there was a conflict in the timeframe in 
which the curriculum was delivered and the Stanford was administered. According to Carl, “We 
may not get to certain concepts before they are asked on the Stanford. Although some of the 
concepts may be part of the curriculum, the Stanford is asking questions our children may not be 
prepared for yet.” 
The majority of the interviewees believed the district’s revised reading and mathematics 
curriculum aligned with MCAS. However, according to Meredith, the mathematics curriculum 
focused on computation skills and definitions. She believed it lacked opportunities in which 
students could apply their skills and knowledge as is expected on MCAS. These opportunities 
involve solving real-life problems and interpreting data in mathematics. 
Assessment 
The interviewees were asked five questions in the area of assessment. Should students 
with disabilities take the Stanford Achievement Test and Massachusetts Comprehensive 
Assessment System (MCAS) with the rest of the class? What factors impact students’ 
performance on the Stanford Achievement Test or MCAS? Do the test scores of students with 
disabilities impact class, school, and district results on MCAS? How should the test scores of 
students with disabilities be reported on the Stanford Achievement Test and MCAS? Ideally, how 
should students with disabilities be assessed in an inclusion classroom? 
When teachers were asked if students with disabilities should take the Stanford 
Achievement Test and the MCAS with the rest of the class, responses indicated it depends on 
the students’ ability and the best way in which they take a test. Grace thought in extreme cases, a 
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student should be exempt from taking the Stanford Achievement Test. Yet, she believed 
students do better on the MCAS when they feel they are a part of the class. Shaina felt students 
should not be taken out of their natural environment because part of recalling information is being 
in the place where you learned it. However, both teachers agreed, there are times when a 
student has to take a test in a separate location. 
Due to focus and concentration being very important to taking the MCAS, Meredith and 
Shaina felt that students who needed any of three modifications should take the test in a separate 
classroom to eliminate disturbing others. First, if the test needs to be read to the student. 
Second, if a student dictates answers to the teacher administering the test. Third, if the teacher 
needs to provide extensive explanations. 
Five factors other than a student’s academic ability may impact students’ performance on 
the Stanford Achievement Test or MCAS. First, staying within the timeframe allotted for the test 
versus giving students additional time to complete the test. Second, students’ behavior, 
attentiveness, and ability to stay on task. Third, lack of exposure to books at home. Fourth, lack of 
rest the night preceding the test. Last, the test-taking climate. In order to foster a positive test¬ 
taking climate for the Stanford Achievement Test, Rosalind played Mozart, did breathing 
exercises for relaxation, and gave juice to the students. 
The interviewees believed the test scores of students with disabilities may impact class, 
school, and district results on MCAS due to one or more reasons. First, students with disabilities 
may be incapable of the complex thinking required on MCAS. Second, they may not be able to 
read and answer the questions. Third, they may not have the ability to be successful on 
examinations like MCAS no matter the amount or type of modifications made. Therefore, taking 
the test means the student “is not up to par and is not successful.” Grace indicated that the test 
scores of any student with low ability could affect the class, school, and district results. 
Furthermore, “It’s not fair to any student with low ability to be placed in a testing situation with 
students of high ability who can understand and read the test.” 
Some interviewees emphasized that not only does a student’s ability affect the test 
scores, but the modification itself may affect the scores. As Carl explained, “When a tester is 
presenting the test orally to a student with disabilities, she may give the test with expression or 
change the tonality of her voice which may affect the results of the test.” Meredith elaborated by 
indicating that not only is the test score affected by the modification, but the validity of the test 
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may be affected as well. She claimed that modifications may make a test invalid. Hence, by 
providing modifications, the abilities of students with and without disabilities are not assessed in 
the same manner. She recommended that educators consider not making any modifications in 
order to assess students equally. 
Rosalind, Shaina, Grace, and Taylor believed students with disabilities’ scores on the 
Stanford Achievement Test and the MCAS should be reported separately from the general 
education students, especially if the school has a high special education population. Meredith 
was not sure if the scores of students with disabilities should be reported separately, because the 
question then becomes, “How disabled does a child have to be in order not to be included in the 
class scores? Making this distinction could be very vague and be defined differently from district 
to district.” Furthermore, some of the students with disabilities’ answers to the written prompts on 
the MCAS, although not mechanically correct, were richer in content than some of the general 
education students’ answers. Their scores were higher in the written prompts, but lower in the 
overall score due to mechanics. Even though Meredith was not sure if the scores of students with 
disabilities should be reported separately, she believed this population of students should be 
identified in the testing system. She suggested placing an asterisk next to their name on the test 
results’ report. 
Carl suggested reporting scores in two sets. Students with disabilities’ scores would be 
reported with the whole class and then as a group separate from the class. The teacher would 
have a clear picture of how the class scored as a whole, how the class scored as a group exclusive 
of students with disabilities, and how the students with disabilities scored as a group. 
Several suggestions emerged as to how students with disabilities should be ideally 
assessed in an inclusion classroom. Shaina felt students with disabilities should be assessed the 
same as the rest of the class in all subject areas, whenever possible. In their areas of strength, she 
suggested giving a standardized test. In areas in which they were more than two years below 
grade level, or in which they needed more direction, interpretation, or explanation on a test, a 
teacher-made assessment could be given. This assessment would align with their Individual 
Education Plan. The special education teacher could act as a resource to help the general 
education teacher determine the type of test that was best for a child. Carl thought a student with 
disabilities should be given standardized tests that are developed and designed on the grade 
level at which the student is functioning. Once students achieve proficiency or mastery at a 
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particular level, they would be tested at the next level. Grace believed flexibility and fairness were 
important factors to consider when determining the most appropriate assessment for a student. 
She said: 
With formal testing there’s no flexibility. There needs to be flexibility 
because students’ answers might not be 100% right, but they’re on the 
right track. Tests also need to be fair. That is, students should be tested 
on a level at which they experience success. 
Grace’s experiences revealed that not only the type of test is important, but how it affects 
a student’s self-esteem. For example, she found that low performance on standardized tests 
negatively affected students’ self-esteem. Therefore, she suggested an alternative to 
standardized testing similar to Shaina’s suggestion. First, goals would be set in relation to a 
student’s Individual Education Plan. Next, as students achieved the goals initially identified, 
higher goals and standards would be set. These findings support one of Newmann’s (1991) 
proposed critical outcomes in evaluating restructuring. That is, student performance should be 
measured through authentic rather than traditional achievement measures. 
Academic Progress 
Questions regarding general education students’ academic progress addressed several 
areas. First, general education students’ academic success in inclusion, partial inclusion, and 
non-inclusion classrooms. Second, variables that affect general education students’ academic 
progress in all types of classrooms. Third, the effects and outcomes of inclusion, partial inclusion, 
and non-inclusion classrooms on general education students. Fourth, time and attention taken 
away from general education students to meet the needs of students with disabilities. 
When asked if students were successful in reading and mathematics in inclusion, partial 
inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms, Rosalind, Grace, and Taylor responded by saying, “If 
students have the ability and if the teacher is a good teacher, students will be successful in 
reading and mathematics in any type of classroom, unless hindered by students with severe 
academic or behavioral disabilities.” 
Most teachers believed variables that affect the general education students’ academic 
progress cannot be deciphered by type of classroom. Variables that have a positive effect on 
general education students’ progress in an inclusion, partial inclusion, or non-inclusion classroom 
include the teacher’s attitude, enthusiasm, and skills, a supportive school and home environment, 
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as well as high self-esteem in students. Within the context of the classroom, a small class size, low 
student-teacher ratio, and a sufficient amount of one-on-one attention given to students 
influence students’ success. 
Five variables negatively affect the progress of a general education student in any 
classroom. First, lack of parent involvement in children’s education. Second, high absenteeism. 
Third, students spending insufficient time on task. Fourth, disruptive students in the classroom. 
Fifth, interruptions that break the flow of teaching and learning. 
Even though variables were identified that affect academic progress across all 
classrooms, some differentiation was made regarding the effect an inclusion, partial inclusion, and 
non-inclusion classroom may have on a general education student. Rosalind, Shaina, Grace, 
Taylor, and Carl thought inclusion classrooms could negatively affect the academic progress of 
general education students if there were disruptive students in the class or if there were not 
enough paraprofessionals and support staff. Shaina expounded that, in inclusion classrooms 
“content material is delivered more slowly, and tasks that are deemed too complicated are either 
few and far between or not tried at all.” However, she speculated that general education students 
might be more successful in mathematics in an inclusion classroom than in other types of 
classrooms because heterogeneous groups promote learning amongst peers. Shaina’s 
speculation is supported by Hunt, Staub, Alwell, and Goetz’s (1994) study in which students 
without disabilities demonstrated positive learning outcomes in cooperative learning groups that 
consisted of students with disabilities. 
Carl reported hearing teachers say their class might do better without students with 
disabilities. However, he was not aware of any data to support their opinions. Therefore, he 
recommended gathering data to compare the test results of students from inclusion, partial 
inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms. Carl thought inclusion’s effectiveness depended on 
students’ indifference, helpfulness, or being adversely affected by the inappropriate behavior of a 
student with disabilities. 
Some general education students are indifferent to whether there are 
students with disabilities in the classroom. Some are helpful and take 
the opportunity to make friends, while others may be negatively affected 
by students with disabilities if they exhibit behavior problems. 
The interviewees identified more positive academic effects and outcomes of an inclusion 
classroom than negative effects. An inclusion classroom simulates a real world setting in which 
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children with varying ability levels work together. This prepares students for the future workplace 
in which they will encounter co-workers with diverse abilities. General education students act as 
role models, as well as students with disabilities who are gifted in a specific area. Comparably, in 
Murray-Seegert’s (1989) work study program, general education students attained future benefits 
from acting as role models to students with disabilities. These students learned, that as adults, 
they would know how to interact with people with disabilities. 
Rosalind thought the primary effect of inclusion was that students often are not aware of 
one another’s status as special education, Title I, or general education. A lack of awareness 
regarding one’s status, aligns with Schnorr’s (1990) contention that if a teacher portrays a student 
with disabilities in a respectful manner then the changes in personal status among children will be 
positive. Rosalind, Grace, and Taylor described general education students as becoming more 
accepting, tolerant, and understanding of others from being in an inclusion classroom. Similarly, 
Green and Stoneman (1989) found that preschool children without disabilities in inclusive 
settings became more sensitive to peers with disabilities and more accepting of their differences. 
Rosalind, Shaina, Grace, and Taylor believed a partial inclusion classroom may have a 
more positive effect on general education students than an inclusion classroom for two reasons. 
First, the pace may be faster in a partial inclusion classroom. Second, there are fewer students 
with disabilities in a partial inclusion classroom than in an inclusion classroom. 
Shaina identified three positive effects of a non-inclusion classroom on general education 
students. First, the curriculum is covered faster. Second, complex topics are addressed in depth. 
Third, mastery or competency is attained by a majority, if not all of the students. 
All teachers reported that time and attention were taken away from general education 
students when students with disabilities were disruptive. Teachers explained the consequences 
of this disruption. That is, when a lesson is interrupted by a disruptive student, the teacher has to 
stop teaching, attend to that student, and resume the class. Under those circumstances, learning 
ceases for the general education students. Shaina explained: 
Behavior sometimes really makes a difference how services can be delivered. 
If you have a student with Attention-Deficit Hyperactive Disorder who cannot 
control himself, you tend to take on less complex tasks because those are 
the children who cannot deal with more than one direction at a time. This 
limits the whole class. These behaviors interrupt the other children from 
learning. You want to make sure your students get a good chance at 
completing a task uninterrupted. 
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In light of Shaina’s opinion, she emphatically clarified that it is not always the students with 
disabilities who are disruptive and who take time and attention away from others. 
During 1997-98,1 had 30 children and I probably had five male students who 
together in combination could disrupt the classroom unbelievably. They were 
all general education students. I don’t think it’s always a discussion of general 
education versus special education students, I think it’s a discussion of 
misbehavior versus behavior. 
These findings do not support two studies reported in the literature. First, Peck, Carlson, and 
Helmstetter (1992), found that children without disabilities in inclusion classrooms did not suffer a 
loss of teacher attention. Second, Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, and Palombaro (1994) 
learned that students with severe academic and behavioral disabilities in general education 
classrooms did not affect other student’s instructional time or engaged time on task. 
Carl believed time and attention were taken away from general education students when a 
teacher needed to make modifications for students with disabilities. Yet, as he previously stated, 
taking the time to make modifications did not necessarily have a negative effect on the general 
education students. Carl said, “Not all children can learn in the same way, so the teacher needs to 
take the time to provide modifications.” 
Social Progress 
Questions regarding general education students’ social progress focused on several 
areas. First, students’ social success in inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms. 
Second, social activities in which all students participate. Third, variables that affect general 
education student’s social progress in all types of classrooms. Fourth, the effects and outcomes 
of inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms on general education students. 
When asked if students were socially successful in inclusion, partial inclusion, and non¬ 
inclusion classrooms, interviewees indicated that if students have the ability to interact and get 
along with their peers, they will succeed in any type of classroom. They did not believe children 
were more successful socially in a partial inclusion or non-inclusion classroom than in an inclusion 
classroom. According to Carl: 
It depends on the individual student no matter what type of classroom 
they are in. Certain students will help, support, and tolerate students 
with disabilities. Some children will ignore students that are disruptive, 
have special needs, or who are culturally different. Others may react 
negatively to students with disabilities in their classrooms. It is not the 
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fact students with disabilities are in the class, it’s more or less the 
attitude children have toward one another. 
Social success can be measured by observing children and by answering four questions. 
First, Do children stand alone on the playground during recess? Second, Are students asked to 
join groups and join willingly? Third, Do students continuously sit quietly by themselves? Fourth, 
Do children exhibit tolerance and respect for individual differences? 
All interviewees identified several social activities in which all students participate, such as 
free choice, fun activities, activity stations, and going to the library. Students are included in 
physical education, art, music, recess, lunch, chat time, and sharing jobs. Students participate in 
cooperative learning and peer tutoring which are considered both academic and social in nature. 
According to Grace, “The general education students help the students with disabilities to come 
up with solutions and strategies to use in academic and social situations.” 
Most teachers believed the variables that affect general education students’ social 
progress, much like academic variables, can not be deciphered by type of classroom. Three 
variables were identified that affect general education students’ social progress in any classroom. 
First, when students are disruptive, too much time is spent on discipline that could otherwise be 
spent on positive social experiences and activities. Second, a teacher’s rules and classroom 
management skills. Third, when general education students come to school with a lack of social 
skills, their social progress is hindered, and peers do not want to work with them. Similar, yet 
referring specifically to students with disabilities, Peck, Donaldson, and Pezzoli (1990) reported 
that general education students experienced some social discomfort with peers with disabilities 
who lacked social skills. 
Some differentiation was made regarding the effect an inclusion, partial inclusion, and 
non-inclusion classroom may have socially on a general education student. Interviewees 
identified many positive social effects and outcomes of an inclusion classroom for general 
education students. First, students learn to recognize and respect people’s differences. For 
example, if a child has a behavior problem, a speech problem, or is autistic, Carl expects the 
teacher to teach the class to respect these children and not to copy, mimic, or adopt their 
behaviors. Second, students establish a common ground with children of different abilities and 
interests. These findings are similar to Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, and Peck’s (1994) reference to 
Biklen, Corrigan, and Quick’s (1989) study, in which students without disabilities learned to accept 
72 
differences among peers as well as make connections between their feelings and the feelings of 
other children. Similarly, Van Dyke, Stallings, and Colley (1995) found that general education 
students developed a new sense of understanding and respect for one another and for human 
differences. 
Third, students become good role models and exhibit improved social skills, self-esteem, 
and confidence. This finding is supported in the literature by Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, 
Edelman, & Schattman’s (1993) revelation that general education students who had inclusive 
experiences exhibited an increased level of social and emotional development. Fourth, barriers 
between students with disabilities and general education students cease to exist. Fifth, general 
education students lose their fear of being with people who have disabilities. Peck, Carlson, and 
Helmstetter (1992) discovered that children without disabilities in an integrated setting became 
increasingly comfortable with peers with disabilities. Sixth, students learn how life is different for 
students with disabilities and learn to appreciate their own life. Seventh, children validate 
classmates with disabilities. According to Meredith: 
Children will applaud each other when they experience success. 
The children feel safe to achieve something that perhaps everyone 
else achieved in first grade. Validating a person’s growth, no matter 
what level he is at, is a very positive social experience. 
Meredith, much like Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley (1995), promotes a classroom environment in 
which differences are recognized and celebrated. 
Early in the school year, teachers observed general education students getting angry at 
disruptive students for acting out. As the year progressed, students exhibited an acclimation to 
disruptive students in two ways. First, the general education students attended to their work 
throughout disruptive outbursts. Second, they developed a nonchalant attitude as reflected in 
their casually saying, “Oh, he’s doing it again.” This acclimation to disruptive students is similar to 
Biklen, Corrigan, and Quick’s (1989) claim that students without disabilities in inclusive settings 
learned to interpret differences in the behavior of peers with disabilities in new ways. 
Rosalind, Shaina, Grace, Taylor, and Carl did not believe there were any negative social 
effects of inclusion on general education students because an inclusion classroom replicates real 
world situations. In fact, they believed the social ability of general education students is enhanced 
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from being in an inclusion classroom and from developing friendships with peers of varying 
academic ability. Carl believed there were more things to learn socially than academically in an 
inclusion setting. 
General education children learn to cope with peers who have varying social abilities. In 
fact, students may be disadvantaged by not being in an inclusion classroom because they do not 
experience a real world connection with students with disabilities. Meredith made a distinction 
between the social effect on general education students of working in cooperative groups in an 
inclusion or partial inclusion classroom, versus their lack of social contact with students with 
disabilities in a non-inclusion classroom. Meredith said: 
When children of average or high ability are working with children 
with disabilities, both of them are able to show their strengths and 
weaknesses. They develop a mutual respect, tolerance, 
understanding, and appreciation for each other. In a traditional 
setting, or non-inclusion classroom, the general education students 
may have low expectations of students with disabilities because 
they have not worked collaboratively with them. Because students 
with disabilities have not been in the classroom, the general education 
students have not had time to socialize with students with disabilities 
and to get to know them. 
There are several studies similar to this finding. First, Van Dyke, Stallings, and Colley 
(1995) found that in inclusive settings, all students realized that everyone brings strengths and 
needs to every situation. Second, Murray-Seegert (1989) reported that through a work study 
program, general education students became aware of their own strengths and weaknesses, as 
well as the skills of students with disabilities. Last, Helmstetter, Peck, and Giangreco (1994) 
claimed that general education students cultivated an appreciation for human diversity within 
inclusive settings. 
Meredith’s opinion regarding general education students having low expectations of 
students with disabilities due to there not being in the general education classroom, is 
comparable to Schnorr’s (1990) opinion. Schnorr believed that a student with disabilities is 
perceived differently because he is excluded and is not always present in the general education 
classroom when friendships are established. 
Grace, a second grade teacher of a non-inclusion classroom, had an inclusion classroom 
for the 1998-99 school year. She wished to relay an encounter which exemplifies how inclusion 
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can become a terrific experience personally and professionally for the skeptics. It also illustrates 
how students’ fears changed to tolerance, patience, and caring for a student with disabilities. 
Grace said: 
I think there’s more advantages of inclusion than disadvantages. I use to 
have very mixed feelings about inclusion. Now, I enjoy working with 
colleagues in my room. It’s very refreshing. You get new ideas and 
experience different styles. You learn to try new things. I’ve also learned 
a lot from students with disabilities. 
I have a very disruptive boy in my class. He had never been in a school setting 
before. He had been in either a residential setting or hospitalized. We thought 
we would have to remove him from the school and place him in an alternative 
setting, but I became determined to take the time to work with this student. 
I was going to try. 
The students in the classroom were afraid of him at first and now they love 
him. He has bloomed. I am so proud of him. He gets along with the other 
kids and they go out of their way to help him. If he gets flustered in the 
middle of a spelling test they say, “That’s okay, don’t worry, we’ll help you.” 
They will ask me to repeat the word he missed. They look out for him. 
They also accept him outside of the classroom. They say, “Come on, you 
can go play with us.” I’m really proud of them, because they probably did a 
better job than I did. 
It’s wonderful just to see how good he feels about himself. He’s reading and 
doing math. He never use to raise his hand to volunteer and he does now. 
He wants to answer questions. One of the greatest rewards this year has 
been to see how much this little boy has grown. To see how I’ve touched 
his life is amazing. He’s so happy, he loves to come to school and that makes 
me feel good. 
I’ve learned a lot about myself as a teacher and it has broadened my experiences. 
I think that’s what teaching is all about. I think if you stay stagnant and just keep 
doing the same thing over and over, you’re not touching any minds by doing that. 
For me, as a teacher, and as a person I’ve grown. 
Grace’s findings are comparable to two studies reported in the literature. First, Peck, 
Donaldson, and Pezzoli (1990) found that general education students in inclusive settings 
developed an increased tolerance of others and a reduced fear of human differences. Second, 
Peck, Carlson, and Helmstetter (1992) revealed that general education students became more 
aware and responsive to other’s needs and did not acquire undesirable behavior as a result of 
their contact with a disruptive student. 
Grace believed five factors contributed to this child’s success. First, he had very good 
role models. Second, the general education students were very understanding of him. Third, the 
students were told by the general education teacher that the student had a few problems and 
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they were expected to work with him. This is supported by Helmstetter, Peck, and Giangreco 
(1994), who advocated for introducing and orienting general education students to the needs of 
students with disabilities with whom they will be interacting. Fourth, a non-threatening 
atmosphere of acceptance prevailed in the classroom. Fifth, the foster parents of the student and 
his special education teacher were involved extensively in his education. Grace summarized the 
two main reasons for this student’s success. He was included in a whole class setting and was 
accepted by everyone. 
Conclusion 
The teachers and the principal support inclusion and believe inclusion is advantageous to 
general education students. Inclusion works well for most students who have disabilities. 
However, additional resources and support staff are needed in general education classrooms. At 
times, a pull-out program is necessary to address individual needs. In extreme circumstances, 
when students are not successful in a general education classroom, they may need to be placed 
in an alternative setting outside of the school. In less severe cases, a separate classroom within 
the school may be appropriate in providing intensive, one-on-one individualized help. 
On several occasions, the interviewees reinforced that it is not always the students with 
disabilities who have severe academic or behavioral problems. Sometimes the make-up of the 
classroom can be problematic, i.e., too many boys, the wrong combination of students, or a high 
percentage of general education students who lack basic skills. Therefore, recommendations 
such as sufficiently staffed classrooms, an updated reading and mathematics series, and hands- 
on materials that make lessons real and three-dimensional are appropriate in addressing all 
students’ needs in any type of classroom. 
General Education Parents’ Interviews 
The interviews with four general education parents focused on several topics. Initially, 
interviewees were asked to define inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms. The 
inclusion implementation section of the interviews entailed a discussion of the district’s Inclusion 
Plan, parents’ awareness of the type of classroom in which their children were placed during 
1997-98, the goals of the inclusion program, and parents’ attitude toward inclusion. Subsequent 
questions targeted parents’ knowledge of how inclusion was implemented and if it was 
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successful. The inclusion implementation section of the interviews concluded with three items. 
First, parents’ preference for the type of classroom in which they want their child to be placed. 
Second, suggestions regarding how inclusion should be implemented ideally. Third, the service 
delivery model that best meets all students’ needs. 
The interviews transitioned to questions centered on teaching methodology, learning, 
and curriculum. The last portion of the interviews addressed variables that affect general 
education students’ academic progress and social progress, as well as the effect and outcomes of 
inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms for general education students. Research findings are 
discussed in detail, as well as the major themes that emerged from my analysis. Findings that are 
supported in the literature are referenced in parentheses following my findings. 
Summary of Findings 
Parents defined inclusion consistently, but were not as consistent in defining a partial 
inclusion and a non-inclusion classroom. Interviewees gave various opinions regarding the 
district’s Inclusion Plan and what the goals of the inclusion program were at the school. All parents 
claimed to have a positive attitude toward inclusion. However, they did not know specifically how it 
was implemented in the classrooms. Even though parents supported inclusion, they believed 
that students with severe academic or behavioral disabilities should have options for alternative 
settings, preferably a separate classroom in the school. Subsequently, the service delivery model 
identified as the best in meeting all students’ needs was a combination of inclusion and pull-out. 
Parents identified factors that make inclusion successful and discussed their preference 
for the type of classroom they wanted their children to be in. Parents’ knowledge of teaching 
strategies and modifications made in the classroom was very limited. Parents’ expectations of 
their children were generally met, but one parent felt at times, her child was hindered by students 
who performed below grade level. 
Parents identified variables that affect general education students’ academic and social 
progress in any type of classroom. In addition, the majority of parents believed inclusion has more 
positive than negative academic and social effects and outcomes for general education students. 
Their opinions and perspectives are presented next. 
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Definitions 
All of the parents had similar perceptions regarding the definition of inclusion. Jennifer 
defined inclusion as including special needs children in the classroom with your typical, regular 
child, whether it be moderate special needs, or more severe needs.” According to Dara, inclusion 
is mixing special education kids with the regular kids.” Shirley said, “Inclusion is when all students 
are included in one classroom, even special education.” Brittany described inclusion as “having 
children with disabilities or with learning handicaps in a classroom.” 
Parents were not consistent in defining partial inclusion. None of the parents defined it in 
regard to the number of students with disabilities in a general education classroom. Some either 
did not know what it was or thought it entailed separating the students with disabilities within the 
classroom, or pulling them out part of the time. Parents defined a non-inclusion classroom fairly 
consistently. They were aware that a non-inclusion classroom has no students with disabilities. 
Inclusion Implementation 
Parents were shown the district’s Inclusion Plan and were asked their opinion of it. 
Jennifer and Shirley agreed with implementing inclusion year-by-year, grade level-by-grade level 
for two main reasons. First, people are not overwhelmed by implementing inclusion district-wide 
at all grade levels. Second, inclusion’s effectiveness can be assessed over time. 
According to Jennifer: 
I think going year to year, one grade level at a time, is a good way to do it. 
It isn’t overwhelming for anybody. Following the same children who have 
been with the plan, starting in kindergarten and going year to year, I think 
at the end of a certain amount of time, in 2004, 2005 you could look back 
and have a good understanding of how the plan worked for those children. 
Dara and Brittany believed inclusion should occur across the district at all grade levels at 
one point in time for several reasons. First, inclusion should be a common occurrence. Second, 
including all students would save time and money. Third, there is a need to teach morals at the 
junior and senior high school level due to people’s ill treatment of one another. Fourth, students 
with disabilities would be readily accepted. Dara understood that it may not be practical to 
implement inclusion district-wide due to limited resources. Dara explained: 
If they placed students with disabilities in the general education classrooms, 
it would save time and money. In addition, at the junior high and senior high 
school level, students have a hard time with one another’s differences. To 
get students used to inclusion, you might as well start now rather than wait 
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because it seems like people’s morals are not getting any better as far as 
how people treat one another. Time is of the essence. 
It would make it easier for the students with disabilities to be accepted if it’s 
done from kindergarten on up. By going step-by-step you’re holding back 
progress. However, if there are not enough resources to implement inclusion 
district-wide, I can understand that time would be needed to get resources in 
place. 
Shirley and Jennifer correctly identified a second grade inclusion classroom and a second 
grade non-inclusion classroom, respectively, as the type of classroom in which their children were 
placed. Brittany did not know her child was in a non-inclusion classroom. Dara thought her child 
was in a partial inclusion classroom, but in fact was in a fourth grade inclusion classroom. 
When asked what the goals of the inclusion program were at their child’s school, parents 
gave several responses. First, to have as many children as possible stay together unless their 
disabilities were so bad that they could not work with the other children. Second, to have all 
children learn together in the classroom and not be pulled out. Third, to prevent children that are 
pulled out from feeling like an outcast. Fourth, to have children who are brighter help students 
who need a little extra help (see Lipsky, 1992; Murray-Seegert, 1989). Fifth, to make it a 
comfortable setting for both types of students. 
All four parents felt their attitude toward inclusion was positive. Shirley said: 
I think it is positive. Inclusion helped my son a lot who was borderline in 
needing special education services. He got extra help in the class even 
though he hadn’t been tested for special education. That was a success 
because the special teacher could focus on him to see whether he really 
should be tested. He might have just slipped through the cracks if it were 
six years ago. He had a great mentor who really looked out for him. 
Jennifer believed inclusion as a whole is not too disruptive and can work very well. However, she 
thought children with severe needs should not be included in a general education classroom if 
they are not gaining from being in that classroom. Under those circumstances, an alternative 
setting within the school should be provided (see Kubicek, 1994; Manset & Semmel, 1997). Dara 
and Brittany characterized inclusion as wonderful and believed it should not be regarded 
negatively. They advocated for all children to be together as much as possible because inclusion 
benefits all students (see Ferguson, 1995). 
Jennifer, Dara, and Brittany were aware that inclusion was implemented at their child s 
school, but did not specifically know how. Shirley thought it was implemented when the special 
education teachers go into the classroom and they all work as one” (see Sage & Burrello, 1994, 
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Thousand & Villa, 1991). Shirley and Dara, whose children were in inclusion classrooms, 
expressed satisfaction with how inclusion was implemented. Dara wished to relay her satisfaction 
through an interesting experience. She said: 
Recently, I found a journal of my daughter’s and she wrote in it what she 
wished for. She wished that a student with physical disabilities who is in 
her class could walk normally. That was satisfying to me. I thought that 
showed a positive attitude on my daughter’s part. When I was a kid, 
when students with disabilities were brought into the regular classroom, 
they would get picked on. Now I think students with disabilities are more 
comfortable with the whole school system, and feel more accepted rather 
than being sheltered in an isolated class. 
Shirley, Jennifer, and Brittany believed inclusion was either somewhat successful or 
successful. It is more successful when students with severe needs are not in the class, or when 
students are not “lost by alot of activity going on.” Shirley felt that students with disabilities were 
more apt to be lost than general education students. She concluded by saying, “I think some kids 
who need extra help need a quieter environment.” 
Several ideas emerged when parents were asked what makes inclusion successful, many 
of which were reported by Scruggs and Mastropieri (1996). It is successful when the following 
variables are in place. First, children are given the opportunity to help each other (see Sage & 
Burrello, 1994). Second, a special education teacher guides students with borderline ability. 
Third, all teachers work with all children. Fourth, support staff work one-on-one with the children 
with disabilities. Fifth, training is offered to teachers. Sixth, students with disabilities feel they are 
part of the group and are “just like everyone else.” Seventh, a comfortable environment prevails 
in which students learn and are successful (see Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 1995). To make 
inclusion more successful, parents thought additional teachers, smaller class size, and better 
communication were needed (see Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1996). Jennifer explained: 
I don’t feel as though parents get a lot of feedback or information from the 
school on inclusion. I think we should be more informed of how the 
classrooms are set up and run. I never even thought about questions like 
this on my own and now I want to know. I feel that when parents hear their 
children are in a classroom with special needs children, their reactions are 
negative, as if it’s a bad thing. I think if we were more informed, our ideas 
might be different. 
Jennifer’s preference for the type of classroom she wanted her child to be in depended 
on the severity of the needs of the children with disabilities. If the needs of students with 
disabilities were mild to moderate, she agreed to their being in the general education classroom. 
However, for her own child, she preferred a non-inclusion classroom ideally. Dara did not have a 
80 
preference for the type of classroom she wanted her child to be in. “It doesn’t matter as long as 
the environment for learning is positive.” Two parents preferred full inclusion. Brittany explained 
her preference. She said: 
I’d like him to be in an inclusion classroom because he would be used to 
being around all different types of children. If he just happened to be 
around somebody with a handicap, it wouldn’t make him feel uncomfortable 
or feel like he’s supposed to act a certain way. He’d just be himself. 
When asked how inclusion should be implemented ideally, Dara thought students 
should be asked how they feel having a student with disabilities in their class. However, as she 
thought longer, she qualified her statement by indicating that perhaps students should not be 
asked. That is, the less emphasis put on including students, the easier the students with 
disabilities may be accepted. As she concluded, “Inclusion should be like any regular student 
enrolling in school or in the class. It should be a normal procedure.” Shirley suggested placing 
students in a non-inclusion classroom one year, and then in an inclusion classroom the following 
year. Next, their test scores from each year would be compared to determine if performance was 
better in either classroom. This idea was similar to Carl’s suggestion to compare test score data 
from inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms. 
Given a choice of inclusion, pull-out, or a combination of inclusion and pull-out, all four 
parents were asked to identify the model that best meets the needs of all students. Their answers 
were qualified with variations of “it depends.” That is, it depends on the type of children, the 
needs of the children, and the extent of children’s disabilities in a general education classroom. 
Shirley, Brittany, and Dara supported a combination model, because they believed some 
students, at times, perform better in a pull-out setting (see Ferguson, 1995; Fuchs & Fuchs, 
1995; Marston, 1996). Jennifer favored a pull-out model because she believed inclusion 
overburdens teachers. 
Even though the parents believed a pull-out is needed, Shirley noted a potential 
disadvantage of it. She believed it is hard for a student to be pulled out of a subject, such as social 
studies, because he misses half of the class and is always behind. Conversely, Shirley 
questioned the effectiveness of inclusion, by posing two questions. She asked: 
Do special education teachers who are in an inclusion classroom give 
the kids as much help as they would when they pull them out in one 
group to a small classroom? Would they get as much one-on-one help 
in a classroom as they would in a pull-out? 
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Shirley continued to explore inclusion’s effectiveness by giving a hypothetical situation. That is, if 
a teacher has five students with disabilities sporadically seated in the classroom she may have to 
explain something five different times. In a pull-out setting, she may only need to say it once 
because all of the students heard her at the same time. Therefore, a pull-out may be more 
advantageous. 
Teaching Methodology and Learning 
Questions regarding teaching methodology and learning targeted three areas. First, 
teaching strategies used to meet the needs of general education students. Second, academic 
activities general education students participate in with students with disabilities. Third, 
parents’ expectations of their children. 
Parents were not well informed regarding teaching strategies used to meet the needs of 
general education students. Two strategies were identified that parents believed were utilized 
within the general education classrooms. First, teachers used a reward system that provided an 
incentive and taught children to set goals. Second, teaching that was done in a loving way and 
not a “put down” way motivated children. Dara summarized her philosophy on how children learn 
best. She said: 
It may not be the right time for a child to learn math the way a teacher 
might expect. I think children do better with what they excel at and choose 
to learn, because that’s what they want to learn. Of course, children need 
to be taught reading and math, but if they’re not understanding it right away, 
then I don’t see a problem with taking the time to teach them in a way that’s 
right for the child, even if it’s in a pull-out. 
Parents recalled three academic activities in which children participated with students with 
disabilities. First, reading and mathematics groups. Second, projects assigned by the teacher. 
Third, homework assignments that students helped each other with. 
Parents noted several expectations they had for their children which were generally met. 
First, to attain good grades. Second, to focus on their work. Third, to write more book reports or 
journals. Fourth, to gain a broader knowledge in mathematics. Fifth, to do one’s best. Jennifer, 
who wanted her child to attain a broader knowledge of mathematics concepts, felt her daughter 
was hindered by students in the class who were below grade level. Brittany wanted her son to 
complete all levels of work presented in the class even though he had difficulty in some areas. 
82 
She knew he was learning not only by his marks, but his satisfaction with school and his 
confidence. Similarly, Dara wanted her daughter to do her very best in school, to complete her 
work, to be disciplined, and to do what was required of her. 
Curriculum 
The section of the interviews that targeted curriculum entailed three questions. First, Did 
the general education teacher make any modifications in her classroom to meet your child’s 
needs? Second, Were there enough resources in your child’s classroom to meet your child’s 
needs? Third, Was there enough staff in your child’s classroom to meet your child’s needs? 
Shirley and Jennifer stated identical modifications that were made to meet their children’s 
needs. That is, putting the students’ desks next to the teacher or pulling the students to the side 
of the room to help them focus better. Dara and Brittany were not aware of any modifications other 
than perhaps receiving Title I services. 
Brittany was the only parent who thought there were enough resources, such as 
materials, in her child’s classroom to meet her son’s needs. Jennifer strongly felt that her 
concerns about her daughter were not heard by the staff. She described this experience as a lack 
of “listen to me resources.” She said: 
I don’t feel anybody has actually satisfied me with their answers or 
responses to my concerns and questions over the years about my 
daughter’s ability academically. I think she could have a borderline 
disability with retaining information. My concerns are being missed. 
I don’t know what I’m looking for, because I don’t know what the choices 
and the options are. 
Brittany and Jennifer thought there was enough staff in their children’s classroom to meet 
their needs. According to Jennifer, ‘There was an aide in my daughter’s classroom, but as far as 
who else was in there, I’m not aware of anybody else. I was satisfied there was an aide in the 
room.” Shirley and Dara felt there was not enough staff in the classroom. Dara said: 
They could use more staff to attend to children’s needs. Children today 
are so rambunctious, they’re hyper, and some are distracting in class. 
When you have one teacher with so many kids, that’s a lot of responsibility. 
I would say for success in learning, you need more staff. 
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Academic Progress 
Questions regarding general education students’ academic progress addressed several 
areas. First, students’ academic success in inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms. Second, 
variables that affect the general education students’ academic progress in all types of classrooms. 
Third, the effects and outcomes of inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms for general education 
students. Fourth, time and attention taken away from general education students to meet the 
needs of students with disabilities. 
When asked if their children were successful in reading and mathematics, parents noted 
that their children did well, but experienced some difficulty. Shirley’s sons were general 
education students in second grade and fourth grade inclusion classrooms. She had an 
interesting perspective based on her sons’ differing needs. She felt her second grader did well, 
but was bored. “It wasn’t that students with disabilities were in his class that contributed to his 
boredom, it was that he wasn’t challenged enough. I don’t think inclusion was a factor with him.” 
Her suggestion was to have “inclusion teachers to help the brighter kids.” On the other hand, 
Shirley saw improvement in her fourth grader’s progress, as a result of a special education teacher 
being in the classroom. 
Parents measured their child’s success in reading and mathematics in a variety of ways. 
First, how the child scored on the Stanford Achievement Test. Second, the child’s ability to 
sound out words, read fluently, and comprehend. Third, the child’s enjoyment of reading. 
Fourth, the child’s ability to learn and retain difficult vocabulary words. Fifth, observing the child 
doing mathematics step-by-step. Sixth, evaluating the child’s use of mathematics in games. 
Parents were asked what variables affect the general education students’ academic 
progress in inclusion classrooms, partial inclusion classrooms, and non-inclusion classrooms. 
They responded by saying they did not believe variables could be differentiated based on type of 
classroom. They identified eight variables that have a positive effect on the academic progress of 
general education students in any type of classroom. First, the goals a child sets for himself, his 
ability to learn, as well as his acquired knowledge or lack of knowledge. Second, parents’ 
involvement in their children’s education (see Bassett & Smith, 1996). Third, the curriculum is 
one that students want to learn. Fourth, there are ample materials. Fifth, the teacher has a strong 
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desire to be a teacher. Sixth, the teacher has a positive attitude toward disruptive students. 
Seventh, the teacher effectively disciplines students. Eighth, the school has an “up-beat” 
environment in which children feel accepted. Dara commented: 
A teacher cannot have a negative attitude toward the kids of today. There’s a 
scripture that says “answering mild turns away rage.” So if children are acting 
rageful, and you respond that way, you’re not going to have a positive effect. 
If you respond in a mild manner, you will calm them down, and turn away their 
rage. Being calm is a way of handling it, it’s a proper way, and it sets a good 
example. 
Furthermore, she claimed: 
Teachers need to examine what’s positive in their environment and determine 
what else they need to keep it positive. 
Interviewees identified fewer negative than positive variables that affect general 
education students’ academic progress. The most frequently mentioned variable was that 
teachers have to address many ability levels in any classroom. Dara believed a child’s progress is 
affected by adjustments he may be experiencing at home. She explained, “If a child has a lot of 
frustration around him or her at home, that affects the child’s ability to think and get things done 
right.” 
Parents cited several positive academic effects and outcomes of an inclusion classroom 
for general education students. First, general education students learn that students with 
disabilities may not do well in one area, but may excel in an other area (see Murray-Seegert, 1989; 
Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 1995)). Second, general education students accept students with 
disabilities and understand their needs. Third, children acquire a better understanding of how 
people are different (see Green & Stoneman, 1989; Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, & Peck, 1994). 
Fourth, general education students are less distracted by inclusion than pull-out. Fifth, students 
do not lose time in learning. Sixth, general education children may be informally assessed by a 
special education teacher in the classroom. According to Shirley: 
If the special education teacher is in the classroom with all kids, she can 
see how far behind the students with disabilities are in a whole group. 
Also, she can help any student and assess their needs. 
Seventh, general education students may be encouraged by classmates with disabilities. 
According to Dara, “If general education students see a student with disabilities learn and 
accomplish a task well in the classroom, that’s a benefit for the general education students who 
might feel inadequate themselves.” A non-inclusion classroom may not have this effect. 
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Jennifer was not sure if an inclusion classroom had a positive effect on the general 
education students, but thought, “perhaps the general education child might pick up something a 
little extra, or understand something a little more clearly by listening to the special education 
teacher explaining something to the special education child” (see Hunt, Staub, Alwell, & Goetz, 
1994; Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 1995). Brittany believed inclusion is good for general 
education students academically as long as they are not upset that students with disabilities are in 
the classroom. However, she indicated that if they do have difficulty with the presence of peers 
with disabilities, they need to learn to cope with their difficulty. 
Brittany and Dara did not believe students with disabilities would hinder general education 
students’ academic progress because every classroom has students who learn at different paces 
(see Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth, & Palombaro, 1994; Odom, Deklyen, & Jenkins, 1984). 
Brittany explained: 
I don’t think the general education students would be slowed down 
academically. A student with physical disabilities might slow down a 
gym class or a sports team, but if the students are doing schoolwork, 
discussing things, or writing things down, I don’t see any disadvantage. 
The interviews transitioned to a discussion of the negative academic effects and 
outcomes of an inclusion classroom for general education students. Dara surmised that an 
inclusion classroom may have a negative effect if students try to get attention by acting like a 
student with disabilities who does not understand something. Yet, she claimed, “A teacher 
knows her students’ capabilities and would catch on to the fact the child was trying to get 
attention.” Jennifer, too, identified a potential negative effect of inclusion. That is, general 
education students may fall behind if the teacher focuses primarily on the students with 
disabilities. However, Jennifer thought inclusion and/or a pull-out could negatively affect general 
education students. She explained: 
Sometimes I have a problem with inclusion and how much teaching is 
actually going on if there is disruption in the classroom. Yet, with a 
pull-out, it can be disruptive when kids, teachers, and specialists are 
coming in and out of the classroom. It’s very difficult even for the 
children who aren’t special needs to focus when there’s so much 
going on around them. 
Jennifer and Dara were not aware of any specific incidence when time or attention were 
taken away from general education students to meet the needs of students with disabilities. Even 
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though Shirley felt time and attention were taken away from general education students, this time 
and attention were minimized by having a special education teacher in the classroom to help 
students with disabilities. 
Social Progress 
Questions regarding general education students’ social progress focused on several 
areas. First, general education students’ social success in inclusion and non-inclusion 
classrooms. Second, social activities in which all students participate. Third, variables that affect 
the general education students’ social progress in all types of classrooms. Fourth, the effects and 
outcomes of inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms for general education students. 
All of the parents believed their children were successful socially. Social success was 
measured by their children acquiring more friends over the course of the school year, coming 
home without with any social problems, and being happy. Dara appeared to attribute her 
daughter’s social progress with having been in an inclusion classroom. “She blossomed last year. 
I thought it was so good when she and the student with disabilities socialized and talked on the 
telephone about homework assignments.” Social activities that general education students 
participated in with students with disabilities were lunch, recess, going out to eat, going to an 
amusement park, and some sports. 
Shirley and Dara were aware, whereas, Jennifer and Brittany were not aware of their 
children having a friend with disabilities. Shirley and Dara believed their children did not see 
themselves as different from their friends (see Schnorr, 1990). Jennifer felt that, even if her child 
had a friend with disabilities, she would not be aware of the disability because of her young age. 
Brittany believed that if her son had a friend with disabilities, he would see himself as different from 
that friend, yet, it would not adversely affect their relationship. 
When parents were asked what variables affect the general education students’ social 
progress in inclusion, partial inclusion, and non-inclusion classrooms, parents responded by 
saying they did not believe variables could be differentiated based on type of classroom. The 
following variables affect the social progress of general education students in any type of 
classroom. First, some children are innately more withdrawn, while others are more social. 
Second, children in the lower grades readily accept social situations with peers with or without 
disabilities. Third, a child’s upbringing influences his ability to interact with others. Fourth, the 
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manner in which the teacher handles social situations influences social progress. Fifth, students 
feel better about themselves and interact in a positive way when they are praised by teachers. 
Sixth, children’s social skills are enhanced by a curriculum that provides opportunities for children 
to express themselves, to learn how to treat one another, and be empathetic (see Helmstetter, 
Peck, & Giangreco, 1994). Dara explained: 
Children need to learn to socialize and express themselves 
rather than grow up and isolate themselves, like we often see them 
do today. Again, part of that is learning how to treat one another. 
Role-playing is a good teaching technique that puts a child in 
another person’s shoes, helps children understand what other children 
go through, and what their lifestyles are. It provides a way to build each 
other up and give each other support. 
Parents described several positive social effects and outcomes of inclusion for general 
education students. First, students with disabilities are not segregated, therefore, general 
education students have the opportunity to interact frequently with and acclimate to students with 
disabilities (see Schnorr, 1990). Second, friendships develop regardless of academic ability. 
According to Shirley: 
I don’t think it matters socially if general education students and students with 
disabilities are in different reading groups because they are still friends no 
matter if they are at the top or the bottom academically. They still have 
whatever it takes to have a friendship. 
Third, general education students act as role models and help students with disabilities. Fourth, 
students develop coping skills and lose their fear of people with disabilities (see Peck, 
Donaldson, & Pezzoli, 1990). Dara expounded: 
I think inclusion helps general education students to cope better with life 
and people, and to not have a fear of someone’s deformity. I think they will 
understand that things happen to people, yet they are still normal. When 
they see someone achieving despite difficulty, it helps the general education 
students to endure. It’s an overall benefit. 
Fifth, when general education students are exposed to different types of students they become 
humble, and are careful not to offend others by what they say. Jennifer explained the importance 
of being exposed to a diverse group of peers, as well as the potential disadvantage of a non¬ 
inclusion classroom. She stated: 
General education students need to be exposed to different types of 
children and diversity in order to adapt socially. A non-inclusion classroom 
may be a disadvantage to students because it doesn’t give them the 
opportunity to be exposed to diverse students. 
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Sixth, general education students learn that their problems are not as bad as someone else’s, 
who is struggling academically, behaviorally, or physically. Dara believed the general education 
students may develop an appreciation for their life and say, “I don’t have it that bad, I should be 
thankful.” Seventh, a general education student will become a stronger and better person from 
accepting people for who they are (see Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & Schattman, 
1993; Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, & Peck, 1994). 
Brittany and Dara did not identify any negative social effects of inclusion on general 
education students. Dara did not feel as though her child would be affected by or imitate a 
student with disabilities (see Peck, Carlson, & Helmstetter, 1992). She highlighted the fact that 
parents worry about their children making associations with children who will influence them 
negatively. However, she made it clear that because a child has special needs, does not mean 
they are going to hinder the other children in any way. Shirley and Jennifer identified 
disruptiveness as a potential negative effect of inclusion. However, Shirley qualified her opinion. 
She said: 
A disadvantage could be if students with disabilities disrupt the classroom. 
But, bright general education students might be socially misbehaving and 
disrupt the class, too. It goes both ways. You can’t say just because a student 
is in special education, he is a problem child, because there are all types of kids 
with problems. A student can be bright and have any kind of problem- a social 
problem or a behavioral problem. 
Conclusion 
The parents, much like the teachers and the principal, support inclusion and believe 
inclusion is advantageous to general education students. However, additional resources and 
staff are needed in general education classrooms. Better communication between the school 
and parents is paramount. Parents want to be better informed regarding inclusion implementation 
and teaching methodologies. The importance of providing pull-out for students who are 
disruptive, and for those who learn best in a quiet setting, was highlighted. The climate of the 
school should foster acceptance and diversity, whereas, every classroom should consist of a 
positive learning environment. Parental involvement in a child’s education is very important. Basic 
academic and social skills must be taught at home to prepare students to cope with peers who 
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have different academic and social abilities. Students’ academic and social skills are enhanced by 
the teacher and the experiences students encounter in school. In essence, the benefits of 
inclusion outweigh any potential drawbacks. 
General Education Students’ Interviews 
Summary of Findings 
The fourth grade students were more aware of students with disabilities in their 
environment than the second grade student. This aligns with some parents’ opinion that the 
younger a child is, the more unaware they are of peers with disabilities. The fourth grader who was 
in a non-inclusion preferred to be in an inclusion classroom so that he would be accustomed to 
being with peers with disabilities presently and in the future. The same fourth grader described a 
disruptive general education student in his non-inclusion classroom, and identified some 
students as having “lower skill levels.” This mirrored the opinion of teachers, the administrator, 
and parents that any student can exhibit behavioral and academic difficulties. 
The fourth grader from an inclusion classroom liked having a friend with disabilities and did 
not recognize any differences between herself and her friend. She mentioned specific strategies 
used with students with disabilities, such as cooperative learning and peer tutoring. The general 
education students expressed several positive effects and outcomes of inclusion that will be 
discussed in detail. 
Analysis of Interviews 
The interviews with three general education students focused on the definition of 
inclusion, inclusion implementation, academic progress, social progress, and the effects of having 
students with disabilities in general education classrooms. Research findings and conclusions 
that emerged from the interviews are presented in a narrative format without being categorized 
into sections. Findings that are supported in the literature are referenced in parentheses 
following my findings. 
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Alex and Lucille were fourth graders from a non-inclusion and inclusion classroom, 
respectively. Miranda was a second grader from a non-inclusion classroom. Alex was the only 
interviewee who gave a definition for inclusion. He described it as, “People who are disabled in a 
classroom with people who are not disabled.” 
All three students correctly indicated if there were students with disabilities in their 
classroom or not during the 1997-98 school year. Next, the students were asked what type of 
classroom they preferred. Alex preferred to be in an inclusion classroom. He said, “You get used 
to students with disabilities around you.” Lucille said it did not matter and Miranda preferred to be 
in a non-inclusion classroom. Lucille and Miranda did not recall any disruptive students in their 
classrooms, whereas, Alex indicated there were in his. He described one student’s 
disruptiveness as, “He was loud and yelling and the teachers would go easy on him.” 
All three interviewees believed they got enough help from their teachers during 1997-98. 
Help was described as the classroom teacher giving the students’ clues and other teachers in the 
class assisting students with disabilities. Alex said time and attention were taken away from the 
class for the teacher to attend to a disruptive student. In one instance, the teacher stopped the 
class for a half-hour. 
When asked what they expected to learn in their classes, Alex indicated multiplication, 
while Lucille wanted to learn about the body and the brain. Miranda was not sure. The fourth 
graders knew they were learning when they no longer had trouble with mathematics, when they 
raised their hand and got the correct answer, or had the correct answer on their paper. 
Lucille, Alex, and Miranda characterized themselves as successful in reading. They felt 
successful when they got good grades, were in the accelerated reader club, or knew words in 
class that their parents helped them with at home. The students gave various responses when 
asked what happens during a reading lesson. Alex said: 
There are two tables with kids around them. One table would be kids 
who are at a better skill level, and the other table for kids who are at lower 
skill levels. We had the classroom teacher and the helper teacher [Title I]. 
They each helped at a table. 
Lucille explained: 
One student would be with the aide and the rest of the class would 
be with the teacher. Some kids would be raising their hands and if 
they did not get picked, then another person would be picked and 
would read. Some would be working in their reading workbooks. 
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Lucille also indicated that the aide works with any student, not just students with disabilities (see 
Ferguson, 1995). Lucille described students with disabilities success in reading by their being 
able “to get the words out even though they were slower.” 
Lucille was the only interviewee who did not believe she was successful in mathematics 
because she did not do well with long division. She said her friend with disabilities was successful 
in mathematics because she was “really good in long division” (see Murray-Seegert, 1989). 
Lucille identified a cooperative learning group as an academic activity in which she participated 
with students with disabilities (see Sage & Burrello, 1994). She described, “There were four in a 
group and the groups changed depending on what we were working on.” When asked if each 
child in the group had a role or responsibility in the group she said they did (see Van Dyke, 
Stallings, & Colley, 1995). 
Several responses were given regarding what happens during a mathematics lesson. 
According to Alex, ‘The teacher would be teaching us about division and multiplication and we 
would be listening and learning.” Miranda said, “We would be listening to the instructions in math 
and doing our math.” Lucille said, “People would be going up to the board and writing what the 
answer would be.” She indicated that the students with disabilities would be doing the same 
thing as the general education students. 
The students were asked if it is good to have students with disabilities in a general 
education classroom. Alex stated, “It would be good so you can get used to them and you won’t 
be so jumpy around them when you see them when you are older” (see Green & Stoneman, 
1989; Murray-Seegert, 1989; Peck, Carlson, Helmstetter, 1992; Peck, Donaldson, & Pezzoli, 
1990; Staub, Schwartz, Gallucci, & Peck, 1994). Lucille thought it was good because “You would 
be able to help them go somewhere and help them if they fall instead of them trying to get up by 
themselves.” She continued by saying, “It’s good to help them out if they have trouble in math or 
reading.” She was assigned to be a peer tutor and enjoyed it because she liked helping people 
and it made her feel good about herself (see Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & 
Schattman, 1993; Murray-Seegert, 1989; Sage & Burrello, 1994; Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 
1995). 
Lucille was the only student who said she had a friend with disabilities. She also was the 
only one who saw herself as “the same” as her friend with disabilities (see Schnorr, 1990). Alex 
recognized the difference between himself and peers with disabilities as, “I look different and my 
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skill level is different.” Yet, this would not hinder a friendship with a peer with disabilities. Social 
activities the students participated in with students with disabilities included recess, gym, and 
kickball. 
Conclusion 
The fourth grade students’ responses illustrated the influence of school in shaping 
general education students’ views toward students with disabilities. This influence prepares 
students to interact appropriately and cope with people of diverse abilities, with whom they will 
encounter throughout their lives in school, the community, and the workplace. 
Summary 
The qualitative data provided an accounting of interviewees’ perspective on the 
shortcomings of the district’s Inclusion Plan, how inclusion was implemented, how inclusion 
should have been implemented differently, and suggestions for future implementation. 
Interviewees identified numerous variables that contribute to inclusion’s success. The 
participants believed a continuum of placements should be available for any student who needs 
specialized, individualized instruction that is delivered more effectively in a setting apart from the 
general education classroom. In addition, the teachers and the principal emphasized the 
importance of utilizing multiple teaching strategies, curriculum modifications, and alternative 
assessment measures to address all students’ needs. The in-depth, extensive interviews 
revealed more positive than negative effects and outcomes of inclusion academically and socially 
for general education students. 
The Quantitative Analysis section is presented next. It reports student outcomes for 
general education students in Grade Two and Grade Four inclusion, partial inclusion, and non¬ 
inclusion classrooms on a Student Assessment Inventory, the Stanford Achievement Test in 
Total Reading and Total Mathematics, curriculum-based reading and mathematics tests, report 
card grades, and attendance records. 
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Quantitative Analysis 
Introduction 
Several quantitative data collection methods were utilized in this study. The specific 
procedures used to review and analyze the data gathered through these methods were 
described in Chapter III under the “Data Analysis and Management” section. The findings that 
emerged from the quantitative analysis are summarized next. 
General education students in the inclusion classroom in Grade Two demonstrated 
positive outcomes on three quantitative measures. First, teacher responses on the Student 
Assessment Inventory reported a high frequency of general education students in the inclusion 
classroom who always exhibited social, behavioral, and academic skills, as well as who made 
excellent progress in social and behavioral areas. Second, students in the inclusion classroom 
performed better on report card grades in reading compared to students in the non-inclusion and 
partial inclusion classrooms. Third, attendance was best in the inclusion classroom. In addition, 
teachers reported that general education students in the partial inclusion classroom 
demonstrated positive outcomes regarding the frequency in which they always exhibited 
intrapersonal skills and made excellent progress in intrapersonal and academic skills. 
Students did not perform as well in an inclusion or partial inclusion classroom in Grade Two 
as they did in a non-inclusion classroom on two measures. First, the Stanford Achievement Test 
in Total Reading and Total Mathematics. Second, report card grades in mathematics. The results 
of the analysis of curriculum-based reading and curriculum-based mathematics test scores were 
inconclusive. Conclusions could not be made that students performed better in one class over 
another. 
General education students in the inclusion classroom in Grade Four demonstrated 
positive outcomes on two quantitative measures. First, teacher responses on the Student 
Assessment Inventory reported a high frequency of general education students who always 
exhibited and made excellent progress in social, behavioral, academic, and intrapersonal skills. 
Second, students in the inclusion classroom performed better on report card grades in reading 
and mathematics compared to students in the non-inclusion classroom. 
Students did not perform as well in an inclusion classroom in Grade Four as they did in a 
non-inclusion classroom on two measures. First, the Stanford Achievement Test in Total Reading 
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and Total Mathematics. Second, attendance. The results of the analysis of curriculum-based 
reading test scores were inconclusive. In addition, students did not perform well in the inclusion 
and non-inclusion classrooms on curriculum-based mathematics test scores. Figure 1 outlines 
the findings from the quantitative analysis. 
Student Assessment Inventory-Grade Two 
The first data collection method presented is a Student Assessment Inventory that each 
second grade general education teacher completed on each second grade general education 
student participant for a total of 17 students. The Student Assessment Inventory consisted of 
forty-three statements that addressed social, behavioral, academic, and intrapersonal skills 
(Appendix E). For each statement, there were two sets of responses: (1) “always, often, 
occasionally, seldom, and never” for the frequency the skill described in the statement was 
exhibited by the student; and (2) “excellent, very good, good, fair, and poor” for rating the 
student’s progress in that skill. 
Next, in every skill area, the number of responses the teacher gave each student for each 
frequency category was tallied and converted to a percent. Similarly, the number of responses 
the teacher gave each student for each progress rating was tallied and converted to a percent. 
The average (mean) percent for each frequency category and each progress rating in academic, 
social, intrapersonal, and behavioral skills was calculated by classroom type. The mean percents 
for the frequency in which students exhibited social, behavioral, academic, and intrapersonal skills 
and progress made in these skills are indicated in Tables 1 and 2 for Grade Two. In the following 
section, the results of the Student Assessment Inventory for Grade Two are categorized by skill 
area. In addition, a summary is presented regarding the classrooms that yielded the highest mean 
percents and conclusions based on the mean percents. 
Social Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the nine social statements, the mean percent for 
students “always” exhibiting social skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 14.8%, and 75.6% for 
“often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 79.2%, and 25% 
for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the partial inclusion classroom was 64.4%, 
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and 35.2% for “often”. The highest mean percent was in the inclusion classroom for the rating 
“always”. Therefore, teachers reported that students exhibited social skills most frequently in 
inclusion classrooms than in other classrooms. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in the non-inclusion 
classroom was 0%, and 13.9% for “very good”. The mean percent for the rating “excellent” in the 
inclusion classroom was 85.4%, and 21.9% for “very good.” The mean percent for the rating 
“excellent” in the partial inclusion classroom was 66.7%, and 42.2% for “very good”. The highest 
mean percent was in the inclusion classroom for the rating “excellent”. Therefore, students’ social 
progress, as reported by teachers, was best in the inclusion classroom. 
Behavioral Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the eight behavioral statements, the mean percent for 
students “always” exhibiting behavioral skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 12.5%, and 
82.5% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 
93.8%, and 12.5% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the partial inclusion 
classroom was 62.5%, and 50% for “often”. The highest mean percent was in the inclusion 
classroom for the rating “always”. Therefore, students’ exhibited behavioral skills most frequently 
in the inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in behavioral skills in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom was 0%, and 0% for “very good”. The mean percent for the rating “excellent” 
in the inclusion classroom was 95.8%, and 12.5% for “very good”. The mean percent for the 
rating “excellent” in the partial inclusion classroom was 34.4%, and 57.5% for “very good”. The 
highest mean percent was in the inclusion classroom for the rating “excellent”. Therefore, 
teachers’ reports of students’ behavioral progress were best in the inclusion classroom. 
Academic Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the nineteen academic statements, the mean percent 
for students “always” exhibiting academic skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 10.5%, and 
61.1 % for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 
75.5%, and 24.6% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the partial inclusion 
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classroom was 50.5%, and 42.1% for “often”. The highest mean percent was in the inclusion 
classroom for the rating “always”. Therefore, students’ exhibited academic skills most frequently 
in the inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in academic skills in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom was 0%, and 19% for “very good”. The mean percent for the rating 
“excellent” in the inclusion classroom was 78.1% and 20.2% for “very good”. The mean percent 
for the rating “excellent” in the partial inclusion classroom was 92.1% and 50.5% for “very good”. 
The highest mean percent was in the partial inclusion classroom for the rating “excellent”. 
Therefore, as reported by teachers, students’ academic progress was best in the partial inclusion 
classroom. 
Intraoersonal Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the seven intrapersonal statements, the mean percent 
for students “always” exhibiting intrapersonal skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 14.3%, 
39.3% for “often”, and 51.4% for “occasionally”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the 
inclusion classroom was 47.6%, and 38.1% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” 
in the partial inclusion classroom was 51.4%, and 50% for “often”. The highest mean percent for 
the most desirable frequency rating was in the partial inclusion classroom for the rating “always”. 
Therefore, teachers reported that students exhibited intrapersonal skills most frequently in the 
partial inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in intrapersonal skills in the 
non-inclusion classroom was 0%, and 21.5% for “very good”. The mean percent for the rating 
“excellent” in the inclusion classroom was 59.5%, and 38.1% for “very good”. The mean percent 
for the rating “excellent” in the partial inclusion classroom was 60.7%, and 57.1% for “very good”. 
The mean percent for the rating “good” in the partial inclusion classroom was 85.7% based on 
one student’s rating, and 100% for the rating “fair” based on one student’s rating. The highest 
mean percent for the most desirable progress rating was in the partial inclusion classroom for the 
rating “excellent”. Therefore, students’ intrapersonal progress was best in the partial inclusion 
classroom, as reported by teachers. 
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Conclusion 
Conclusions were drawn based on an analysis of the mean percents for the categories 
“always” and “often” that teachers reported for the frequency in which students exhibited skills, 
and the categories “excellent” and “very good” for reports of progress made in those skills. That 
is, the frequency in which teachers said general education students always exhibited skills in 
social, behavioral, and academic areas, and made excellent progress in social and behavioral 
areas, was highest in the inclusion classroom. The frequency in which teachers said general 
education students always exhibited skills and made excellent progress in the intrapersonal area, 
as well as excellent progress in academic skills, was highest in the partial inclusion classroom. 
Stanford Achievement Test Scores-Grade Two 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Two Stanford Achievement Test scores entailed 
three steps. First, the number of percentile points that each second grade student gained or lost 
on the Stanford Achievement Test in Total Reading and Total Mathematics from spring of Grade 
One to spring of Grade Two was calculated. Second, the percent who increased in percentile, 
decreased in percentile, and scored at the same percentile in Total Reading and Total 
Mathematics in Grade Two was calculated by classroom type and is presented in Table 3. Third, 
the classroom in which the highest percent of students increased in Total Reading and Total 
Mathematics is indicated by asterisks in Table 3. A summary is presented regarding the 
classrooms that yielded the highest percents of students who increased in percentile in Total 
Reading and Total Mathematics. In addition, conclusions are drawn based on the percents 
yielded by the classrooms. 
Total Reading 
Three out of five students (60%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two increased 
and two students (40%) decreased in percentile in Total Reading. Two out of six students 
(33.3%) in the inclusion classroom increased, three students (50%) decreased, and one student 
(16.7%) scored at the same percentile. Two out of six students (33.3%) in the partial inclusion 
classroom increased and four students (66.7%) decreased in percentile. 
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Conclusion 
More than half of the students performed better on the Stanford Achievement Test in 
Total Reading in the Grade Two non-inclusion classroom compared to the inclusion or partial 
inclusion classrooms. This conclusion is based on three findings. First, the non-inclusion 
classroom yielded the highest percent of students who increased in percentile in Total Reading 
compared to the percentile at which they scored in Grade One. That is, 60% of the general 
education students in the non-inclusion classroom increased, while only 33.3% of the students in 
the inclusion and partial inclusion classrooms increased in percentile in Total Reading. 
Second, students who increased in their percentile in Total Reading in the non-inclusion 
classroom, increased by a greater percentile point difference than students in the other 
classrooms. The percentile of students in the non-inclusion classroom increased by 3 to 46 
percentile points, and in the inclusion classroom by 5 to 12 percentile points. The percentile of 
students in the partial inclusion classroom increased by 2 to 42 percentile points. Third, a lower 
percent of students in the non-inclusion classroom (40%) decreased in their percentile in Total 
Reading than in the inclusion classroom (50%) or the partial inclusion classroom (66.7%). 
Total Mathematics 
Three out of five students (60%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two increased 
and two students (40%) decreased in percentile in Total Mathematics. Three out of six students 
(50%) in the inclusion classroom increased and three students (50%) decreased in percentile. 
One out of six students (16.7%) in the partial inclusion classroom increased and five students 
(83.3%) decreased in percentile. 
Conclusion 
More than half of the students performed better on the Stanford Achievement Test in 
Total Mathematics in the Grade Two non-inclusion classroom compared to the inclusion or partial 
inclusion classrooms. This conclusion is based on three findings. First, the non-inclusion 
classroom yielded the highest percent of students who increased in percentile in Total 
Mathematics compared to the percentile at which they scored in Grade One. That is, 60% of the 
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general education students in the non-inclusion classroom increased, 50% in the inclusion 
classroom increased, and 16.7% in the partial inclusion classroom increased in percentile in Total 
Mathematics. 
Second, students who increased in their percentile in Total Mathematics in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom, increased by a greater percentile point difference than students in the other 
classrooms. The percentile of students in the non-inclusion classroom increased by 31 to 47 
percentile points, and in the inclusion classroom by 5 to 11 percentile points. The percentile of 
one student in the partial inclusion classroom increased by 7 percentile points. Third, a lower 
percent of students in the non-inclusion classroom (40%) decreased in their percentile in Total 
Mathematics than in the inclusion classroom (50%) or the partial inclusion classroom (83.3%). 
Curriculum-Based Reading Scores-Grade Two 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Two curriculum-based reading scores entailed six 
steps. First, each student’s reading scores were obtained from tests given in the reading series in 
Grade Two and Grade One. Second, the average of each second grade general education 
student’s reading scores was calculated, as well as the average of their reading scores in first 
grade. Third, the difference in their reading score average from Grade One to Grade Two was 
calculated. Fourth, the percent who increased, decreased, and scored the same in their reading 
score average in Grade Two was calculated. Fifth, the classroom in which the highest percent of 
students increased in their reading score average is indicated by an asterisk in Table 4. Sixth, the 
reading score average of each classroom as a whole, by classroom type, was calculated and is 
presented in Table 4. 
Five out of five students (100%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two decreased 
in their reading score average compared to their reading score average in Grade One. Each 
student’s reading score average was within the 91.0-99.3% range. The reading score average of 
the non-inclusion classroom as a whole was 95.2%. 
Five out of six students (83.3%) in the inclusion classroom decreased and one student 
(16.7%) increased in his reading score average compared to their reading score average in Grade 
One. Each student’s reading score average was within the 92.3-97.0% range. The reading score 
average of the inclusion classroom as a whole was 95%. 
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Three out of six students (50%) in the partial inclusion classroom increased and three 
students (50%) decreased in their reading score average compared to their reading score 
average in Grade One. Each student’s reading score average was within the 87.5-99.0% range. 
The reading score average of the partial inclusion classroom as a whole was 94.4%. 
Conclusion 
The partial inclusion classroom yielded the highest percent of students who increased in 
their reading score average in Grade Two compared to their reading score average in Grade One. 
That is, 50% of the general education students in the partial inclusion classroom increased and 
50% decreased in their reading score average. In the non-inclusion classroom, 0% of the 
students increased and 100% decreased in their reading score average. In the inclusion 
classroom, 16.7% of the students increased and 83.3% decreased in their reading score 
average. Even though there was a decrease in scores in each classroom, the general education 
students exhibited excellent performance in Grade Two. Therefore, the difference in the general 
education students’ scores from Grade One to Grade Two is not indicative of their progress being 
worse in Grade Two. 
The reading score averages of the non-inclusion, inclusion, and partial inclusion 
classrooms, as a whole, were 95.2%, 95%, and 94.4% respectively. The minimal difference in the 
reading score average of each class makes it difficult to conclude that performance was better on 
curriculum-based reading scores in one classroom over another. 
Curriculum-Based Mathematics Scores-Grade Two 
Posttest mathematics inventories were not given consistently each spring to students at 
Lainsbrook School. However, pre-test inventories from the mathematics series were given in the 
fall of 1997 to second grade students and in the fall of 1998 to third grade students. Therefore, 
pre-test scores in Grade Three were used as the posttest score of students in Grade Two to 
measure growth. 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Two mathematics scores entailed four steps. First, 
the difference in each student’s pre-test score from Grade Two to Grade Three was calculated. 
Second, the percent who increased, decreased, and scored the same on their pre-test score 
from Grade Two to Grade Three was calculated. Third, the classroom in which the highest percent 
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of students increased in their pre-test score is indicated by asterisks in Table 4. Fourth, the 
mathematics pre-test score average in Grade Three of each classroom as a whole (by classroom 
type in Grade Two), was calculated and is presented in Table 4. 
Four out of five students (80%) who were in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two 
decreased and one student (20%) scored the same in their mathematics pre-test score in Grade 
Three. Each student’s mathematics pre-test score was within the 60-88% range. The 
mathematics pre-test score average in Grade Three of students who were in the non-inclusion 
classroom in Grade Two was 74.8%. 
Three out of six students (50%) who were in the inclusion classroom increased and three 
students (50%) decreased in their mathematics pre-test score in Grade Three. Each student’s 
mathematics pre-test score was within the 68-94% range. The mathematics pre-test score 
average in Grade Three of students who were in the inclusion classroom in Grade Two was 84.2%. 
Five out of six students (83.3%) who were in the partial inclusion classroom decreased 
and one student (16.7%%) scored the same in their mathematics pre-test score in Grade Three. 
Each student’s mathematics pre-test score was within the 64-96% range. The mathematics pre¬ 
test score average in Grade Three of students who were in the partial inclusion classroom in Grade 
Two was 81.3%. 
Conclusion 
Half of the students performed better on curriculum-based mathematics pre-test scores in 
Grade Three who were in the Grade Two inclusion classroom compared to the non-inclusion or 
partial inclusion classroom. This conclusion is supported by three findings. First, the inclusion 
classroom yielded the highest percent of students who increased in their mathematics pre-test 
score in Grade Three compared to their mathematics pre-test score in Grade Two That is, 50% of 
the general education students in the inclusion classroom increased and 50% decreased in their 
mathematics pre-test score. In the non-inclusion classroom, 0% of the students increased, 80% 
decreased, and 20% scored the same in their mathematics pre-test score. In the partial inclusion 
classroom, 0% increased, 83.3% decreased, and 16.7% scored the same in their mathematics 
pre-test score. 
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Second, the Grade Two inclusion classroom, as a whole, yielded the highest mathematics 
pre-test score average in Grade Three. The averages of the non-inclusion, inclusion, and partial 
inclusion classrooms were 74.8%, 84.2%, and 81.3%, respectively. 
Third, students who decreased in their mathematics pre-test scores in the inclusion 
classroom, decreased by a smaller percentage point difference than students in the other 
classrooms. The mathematics pre-test scores of students in the inclusion classroom decreased 
by -2 to -24 percentage points. The scores of students in the non-inclusion classroom decreased 
by -4 to -36 percentage points, whereas, the scores in the partial inclusion classroom decreased 
by -6 to -28 percentage points. 
Even though 50% of the students improved in their curriculum-based mathematics test 
scores in the inclusion classroom, this analysis indicates that students’ decreased in their scores 
in all of the classrooms. This assumption is supported by two findings. First, 50-83.3% of the 
students across all three classrooms decreased in their mathematics pre-test scores. Second, 
students who decreased in their mathematics pre-test scores, decreased by -2 to -36 percentage 
points across all three classrooms. Therefore, the results of this analysis are inconclusive. 
Report Card Grades- Grade Two 
Reading 
Report card grades for Grade One and Grade Two were represented by three letters. 
That is, E for Excellent, S for Satisfactory, and U for Unsatisfactory. The procedure used to 
analyze Grade Two report card grades in reading entailed two steps. First, the percent of students 
who improved, regressed, or stayed the same in their report card grade in reading from Grade One 
to Grade Two was calculated. Second, the classroom in which the highest percent of students 
improved in their report card grade in reading is indicated by an asterisk in Table 5. 
One out of five students (20%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two improved, 
two students (40%) regressed, and two students (40%) stayed the same in their report card grade 
in reading compared to their grade in Grade One. Three students attained a grade of Satisfactory 
(60%), one attained a Satisfactory + (20%), and one attained an Excellent (20%). 
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One out of six students (16.7%) in the inclusion classroom improved and five students 
(83.3%) stayed the same in their report card grade in reading compared to their grade in Grade 
One. Five students attained an Excellent (83.3%) and one student attained a Satisfactory + 
(16.7%). 
Two out of six students (33.3%) in the partial inclusion classroom regressed and four 
students (66.7%) stayed the same in their report card grade in reading compared to their grade in 
Grade One. Two students attained a Satisfactory (33.3%), two attained a Satisfactory + (33.3%), 
and two attained an Excellent (33.3%). 
Conclusion 
The non-inclusion classroom yielded the highest percent of students who improved in 
their report card grade in reading in Grade Two compared to their grade in Grade One. That is, 
20% of the general education students in the non-inclusion classroom improved. However, this 
percent is very low considering 40% of the students in that classroom regressed, and 40% stayed 
the same. In the inclusion classroom, 16.7% improved, 0% regressed, and 83.3% stayed the 
same, whereas, in the partial inclusion classroom, 0% improved, 33.3% regressed, and 66.7% 
stayed the same. 
Students’ performance on report card grades in reading appears better in the inclusion 
classroom. This conclusion is based on two findings. First, none of the students in the inclusion 
classroom regressed in their report card grade in reading. Second, the combined percent of 
those who improved and stayed the same in the inclusion classroom was 100% compared to 60% 
in the non-inclusion classroom. 
Mathematics 
The procedure that was used to analyze report card grades in reading was used to 
analyze report card grades in mathematics. The percent who improved, regressed, and scored 
the same in their report card grade in mathematics from Grade One to Grade Two was calculated. 
Next, the classroom in which the highest percent of students improved in their report card grade 
in mathematics is indicated by asterisks in Table 5. 
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Three out of five students (60%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two improved 
and two students (40%) stayed the same in their report card grade in mathematics compared to 
their grade in Grade One. Four students attained an Excellent (80%) and one student attained a 
Satisfactory + (20%). 
One out of five students (16.7%) in the inclusion classroom improved and five students 
(83.3%) stayed the same in their report card grade in mathematics compared to their grade in 
Grade One. All of the students attained a grade of Excellent (100%). 
Two out of six students (33.3%) in the partial inclusion classroom regressed and four 
students (66.7%) stayed the same in their report card grade in mathematics compared to their 
grade in Grade One. Two students attained a Satisfactory (33.3%), two students attained a 
Satisfactory + (33.3%), and two students attained an Excellent (33.3%). 
Conclusion 
More than half of the students performed better on their report card grades in 
mathematics in the Grade Two non-inclusion classroom compared to the inclusion or partial 
inclusion classrooms. This conclusion is based on the finding that the non-inclusion classroom 
yielded the highest percent of students who improved in their report card grade in mathematics in 
Grade Two compared to their report card grade in Grade One. That is, 60% of the general 
education students in the non-inclusion classroom improved, whereas, only 16.7% improved in 
the inclusion classroom, and 0% in the partial inclusion classroom. 
Attendance Records-Grade Two 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Two attendance records entailed two steps. First, 
the percent of students who increased, decreased, or stayed the same in the number of days 
present from Grade One to Grade Two was calculated. Second, the classroom in which the 
highest percent of students increased in their attendance is indicated by an asterisk in Table 6. 
One out of five students (20%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Two increased, 
three students (60%) decreased, and one student (20%) stayed the same in the number of days 
present compared to days present in Grade One. The average of days present in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom was 170.4 
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Six out of six students (100%) in the inclusion classroom increased in the number of days 
present compared to days present in Grade One. The average of days present in the inclusion 
classroom was 177.3 days. 
Three out of six students (50%) in the partial inclusion classroom increased, two students 
(33.3%) decreased, and one student (16.7%) stayed the same in the number of days present 
compared to days present in Grade One. The average of days present in the partial inclusion 
classroom was 173.2 days. 
Conclusion 
Students’ attendance was best in the inclusion classroom based on two findings. First, 
the inclusion classroom yielded the highest percent of students (100%) who increased in the 
number of days present compared to days present in Grade One. Second, the average of days 
present was highest in the inclusion classroom. 
Student Assessment Inventory-Grade Four 
Each fourth grade general education teacher completed a Student Assessment 
Inventory on each fourth grade general education student participant for a total of 14 students. 
The Student Assessment Inventory consisted of forty-three statements that addressed social, 
behavioral, academic, and intrapersonal skills (Appendix E). For each statement, there were two 
sets of responses: (1) “always, often, occasionally, seldom, and never” for the frequency the skill 
described in the statement was exhibited by the student; and (2) “excellent, very good, good, fair, 
and poor” for rating the student’s progress in that skill. 
Next, in every skill area, the number of responses the teacher gave each student for each 
frequency category was tallied and converted to a percent. Similarly, the number of responses 
the teacher gave each student for each progress rating was tallied and converted to a percent. 
The average (mean) percent for each frequency category and each progress rating in academic, 
social, intrapersonal, and behavioral skills was calculated by classroom type. The mean percents 
for the frequency in which students exhibited social, behavioral, academic, and intrapersonal skills 
and progress made in these skills are indicated in Tables 7 and 8 for Grade Four. In the following 
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section, the results of the Student Assessment Inventory for Grade Four are categorized by skill 
area. In addition, a summary is presented regarding the classrooms where teachers reported the 
highest mean percents and conclusions based on the mean percents. 
Social Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the nine social statements, the mean percent for 
students “always” exhibiting social skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 18.5%, and 50% for 
“often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 35.6%, and 
51.9% for “often”. The highest mean percent was in the inclusion classroom for the rating 
“often”, yet, was close to the mean percent of the rating “often” in the non-inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for the rating “always” was higher in the inclusion classroom than in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom. Therefore, teachers reported that students exhibited social skills more 
frequently in the inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in social skills in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom was 0%, and 63% for “very good.” The mean percent for the rating 
“excellent” in the inclusion classroom was 40.7%, and 42% for “very good”. The highest mean 
percent was in the non-inclusion classroom for the rating “very good”. However, the mean 
percent for the rating “excellent” was higher in the inclusion classroom than in the non-inclusion 
classroom. The combined mean percents of “excellent” and “very good” in the inclusion 
classroom indicate that teacher reports of students’ social progress was better in the inclusion 
classroom. 
Behavioral Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the eight behavioral statements, the mean percent for 
students “always” exhibiting behavioral skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 12.5%, and 
77.5% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 59.4%, 
and 64.3% for “often”. The highest mean percent was in the non-inclusion classroom for the 
rating “often”. However, the mean percent for the rating “always” was higher in the inclusion 
classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom. The combined mean percents for “always” and 
“often” in the inclusion classroom, indicate that, according to teachers, students exhibited 
behavioral skills more frequently in the inclusion classroom. 
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The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in behavioral skills in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom was 0%, 41.7% for “very good”, and 72.5% for “good”. The mean percent for 
the rating “excellent” in the inclusion classroom was 37.5%, 59% for “very good”, and 35.7% for 
“good”. The highest mean percent was in the non-inclusion classroom for the rating “good”. 
However, the mean percents for the ratings “excellent” and “very good” were higher in the 
inclusion classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom. The combined mean percents for 
“excellent”, and “very good” in the inclusion classroom, indicate that teachers reported that 
students’ behavioral progress was better in the inclusion classroom. 
Academic Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the nineteen academic statements, the mean percent 
for students “always” exhibiting academic skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 39.5%, and 
73.7% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 67.1%, 
and 41.4% for “often”. The highest mean percent was in the non-inclusion classroom for the 
rating “often”. However, the mean percent for the rating “always” was higher in the inclusion 
classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom. The combined mean percents for “always” and 
“often” in the inclusion classroom, indicate that teachers reported that students exhibited 
academic skills more frequently in the inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in academic skills in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom was 0%, and 64.9% for “very good”. The mean percent for the rating 
“excellent” in the inclusion classroom was 45.6% and 35.3% for “very good”. The highest mean 
percent was in the non-inclusion classroom for the rating “very good”. The mean percent for the 
rating “excellent’ was higher in the inclusion classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom. The 
combined mean percents of “excellent” and “very good” in the inclusion classroom, indicate that 
teachers reported that students’ academic progress was better in the inclusion classroom. 
Intrapersonal Skills 
Based on teachers’ responses on the seven intrapersonal statements, the mean percent 
for students “always” exhibiting intrapersonal skills in the non-inclusion classroom was 0%, and 
62.9% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” in the inclusion classroom was 
64.3%, and 18.4% for “often”. The mean percent for the rating “always” was higher in the 
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inclusion classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom. Therefore, teachers reported that 
students exhibited intrapersonal skills more frequently in the inclusion classroom. 
The mean percent for students making “excellent” progress in intrapersonal skills in the 
non-inclusion classroom was 0%, 21.5% for “very good”, and 85.7% for “good”. The mean 
percent for the rating “excellent” in the inclusion classroom was 47.6%, 30.4% for “very good”, 
and 38.8% for “good”. The highest mean percent was in the non-inclusion classroom for the 
rating “good”. However, the mean percents for the ratings “excellent” and “very good” were 
higher in the inclusion classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom. The combined mean 
percents of “excellent”, “very good”, and “good” in the inclusion classroom, indicate that teachers 
reported that students’ intrapersonal progress was better in the inclusion classroom. 
Conclusion 
A conclusion was drawn based on an analysis of the mean percents and/or a combination 
of mean percents for the categories “always” and “often” for the frequency in which students 
exhibited skills, and the categories “excellent”, “very good”, and “good” for progress made in 
those skills. That is, the frequency with which teachers reported that general education students 
always or often exhibited skills in social, behavioral, academic, and intrapersonal areas, as well as 
excellent or very good progress in these areas, was highest in the inclusion classroom. 
Stanford Achievement Test Scores-Grade Four 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Four Stanford Achievement Test scores entailed 
three steps. First, the number of percentile points that each fourth grade student gained or lost 
on the Stanford Achievement Test in Total Reading and Total Mathematics from spring of Grade 
Three to spring of Grade Four was calculated. Second, the percent who increased in percentile, 
decreased in percentile, and scored at the same percentile in Total Reading and Total 
Mathematics in Grade Four was calculated by classroom type and is presented in Table 9. Third, 
the classroom in which the highest percent of students increased in Total Reading and Total 
Mathematics is indicated by asterisks in Table 9. A summary is presented regarding the 
classrooms that yielded the highest percents of students who increased in percentile in Total 
Reading and Total Mathematics. In addition, conclusions are drawn based on the percents 
yielded by the classrooms. 
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Total Reading 
Three out of five students (60%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four increased 
and two students (40%) decreased in percentile in Total Reading. Four out of nine students 
(44.4%) in the inclusion classroom increased and five students (55.6%) decreased in percentile. 
Conclusion 
More than half of the students performed better on the Stanford Achievement Test in 
Total Reading in the Grade Four non-inclusion classroom compared to the inclusion classroom. 
This conclusion is based on two findings. First, the non-inclusion classroom yielded the highest 
percent of students who increased in percentile in Total Reading compared to the percentile at 
which they scored in Grade Three. That is, 60% of the general education students in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom increased, while only 44.4% of the students in the inclusion classroom 
increased in percentile in Total Reading. Second, a lower percent of students in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom (40%) decreased in their percentile in Total Reading than in the inclusion 
classroom (55.6%). 
Total Mathematics 
Five out of five students (100%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four increased 
in percentile in Total Mathematics. Four out of nine students (44.4%) in the inclusion classroom 
increased, four students (44.4%) decreased, and one student scored the same (11.1%). 
Conclusion 
All of the students performed better on the Stanford Achievement Test in Total 
Mathematics in the Grade Four non-inclusion classroom compared to the inclusion classroom. 
This conclusion is based on the finding that the non-inclusion classroom yielded the highest 
percent of students who increased in percentile in Total Mathematics compared to the percentile 
at which they scored in Grade Three. That is, 100% of the general education students in the non¬ 
inclusion classroom increased, while only 44.4% of the students in the inclusion classroom 
increased in percentile in Total Mathematics. 
Curriculum-Based Reading Scores-Grade Four 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Four curriculum-based reading scores entailed six 
steps. First, each student s reading scores were obtained from tests given in the reading series in 
Grade Four and Grade Three. Second, the average of each fourth grade general education 
student’s reading scores was calculated, as well as the average of their reading scores in third 
grade. Third, the difference in their reading score average from Grade Three to Grade Four was 
calculated. Fourth, the percent who increased, decreased, and scored the same in their reading 
score average in Grade Four was calculated. Fifth, the classroom in which the highest percent of 
students increased in their reading score average is indicated by an asterisk in Table 10. Sixth, 
the reading score average of each classroom as a whole, by classroom type, was calculated and is 
presented in Table 10. 
Five out of five students (100%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four decreased 
in their reading score average compared to their reading score average in Grade Three. Each 
student’s reading score average was within the 79.3-90.7% range. The reading score average of 
the non-inclusion classroom as a whole was 85.7%. 
Six out of nine students (66.7%) in the inclusion classroom decreased and three 
students (33.3%) increased in their reading score average compared to their reading score 
average in Grade Three. Each student’s reading score average was within the 68-97.8% range. 
The reading score average of the inclusion classroom as a whole was 83.7% 
Conclusion 
The inclusion classroom yielded the highest percent of students who increased in their 
reading score average in Grade Four compared to their reading score average in Grade Three. 
However, this percentage was very low. That is, 33.3% of the general education students in the 
inclusion classroom increased and 66.7% decreased in their reading score average. In the non¬ 
inclusion classroom, 0% increased and 100% decreased in their reading score average. The 
reading score averages of the non-inclusion and inclusion classrooms, as a whole, were 85.7% 
and 83.7%, respectively. 
The results of the analysis of curriculum-based reading scores are inconclusive for three 
reasons. First, the reading score averages of 66.7-100% of the students decreased in both types 
of classrooms. Therefore, students did not perform well in both types of classrooms. Second, 
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students who decreased in their reading score average in the inclusion classroom, decreased by 
a greater percentage point difference than the students in the non-inclusion classroom. The 
reading score average of students in the non-inclusion classroom decreased by -2.6 to -9.7 
percentage points. The reading score average of students in the inclusion classroom decreased 
by -12.5 to -26.3 percentage points. Third, even though a greater percent of students increased 
in their reading score average in the inclusion classroom, the reading score average of the 
inclusion classroom, as a whole, is lower than the reading score average of the non-inclusion 
classroom. 
Curriculum-Based Mathematics Scores-Grade Four 
Posttest mathematics inventories were not given consistently each spring to students. 
However, pre-test inventories from the mathematics series were given in the fall of 1997 to fourth 
grade students and in the fall of 1998 to fifth grade students. Therefore, pre-test scores in Grade 
Five were used as the posttest score of students in Grade Four to measure growth. 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Four mathematics scores entailed four steps. First, 
the difference in each student’s pre-test score from Grade Four to Grade Five was calculated. 
Second, the percent who increased, decreased, and scored the same on their pre-test score 
from Grade Four to Grade Five was calculated. Third, the classroom in which the highest percent 
of students increased in their pre-test score would be indicated by asterisks in Table 10. Fourth, 
the mathematics pre-test score average in Grade Five of each classroom as a whole (by classroom 
type in Grade Four), was calculated and is presented in Table 10. 
Five out of five students (100%) who were in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four 
decreased in their mathematics pre-test score in Grade Five. Each student’s mathematics pre-test 
score was within the 52-72% range. The mathematics pre-test score average in Grade Five of 
students who were in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four was 63.6%. 
Nine out of nine students (100%) in an inclusion classroom decreased in their 
mathematics pre-test score in Grade Five. Each student’s mathematics pre-test score was within 
the 32-70% range. The mathematics pre-test score average in Grade Five of students who were 
in the inclusion classroom in Grade Four was 53.8%. 
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All of the students did not perform well in the inclusion and non-inclusion classrooms on 
curriculum-based mathematics pre-test scores in Grade Five. This conclusion is based on three 
findings. First, 100% of the students in both classrooms decreased in their mathematics pre-test 
scores. Second, students decreased in their mathematics pre-test scores by -4 to -34 
percentage points across both classrooms. Third, the non-inclusion and inclusion classrooms in 
Grade Four, as a whole, yielded very low mathematics pre-test score averages in Grade Five. The 
averages of the non-inclusion and inclusion classrooms were 63.6% and 53.8%, respectively. 
Report Card Grades- Grade Four 
Reading 
Report card grades for Grade Three and Grade Four were represented by five letters. 
That is, A for Excellent, B for Good, C for Fair, D for Poor, and F for Failing. The procedure used to 
analyze Grade Four report card grades in reading entailed two steps. First, the percent who 
improved, regressed, and stayed the same in their report card grade in reading from Grade Three 
to Grade Four was calculated. Second, the classroom in which the higher percent of students 
improved in their report card grade is indicated by an asterisk in Table 11. 
One out of five students (20%) in the non-inclusion classroom improved, two students 
(40%) regressed, and two students (40%) stayed the same in their report card grade in reading 
compared to their grade in Grade Three. One student (20%) attained an A-, one student (20%) 
attained a B+, two students (40%) attained a B, and one student (20%) attained a C. 
Three out of nine students (33.3%) in the inclusion classroom improved, two students 
(22.2%) regressed, and four students (44.4%) stayed the same in their report card grade in 
reading compared to their grade in Grade Three. Three students (33.3%) attained an A, one 
student (11.1%) attained an A-, two students (22.2%) attained a B+, and three students (33.3%) 
attained a B-. 
Conclusion 
Students in the inclusion classroom performed better on their report card grade in reading 
compared to the non-inclusion classroom. This conclusion is based on three findings. First, the 
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inclusion classroom yielded the higher percent of students who improved in their report card 
grade in reading in Grade Four compared to their grade in Grade Three. That is, 33.3% of the 
general education students in the inclusion classroom improved, 22.2% regressed and 44.4 % 
stayed the same. In the non-inclusion classroom, 20% improved, 40% regressed, and 40% 
stayed the same. Second, a higher percent of students regressed in the non-inclusion 
classroom. Third, the combined percent of those who improved and stayed the same in an 
inclusion classroom was 77.7%. The combined percent of those who improved and stayed the 
same in the non-inclusion classroom was 60%. 
Mathematics 
The procedure that was used to analyze report card grades in reading was used to 
analyze report card grades in mathematics. The percent of students who improved, regressed, 
and stayed the same in their report card grade in mathematics from Grade Three to Grade Four was 
calculated. Next, the classroom in which the higher percent of students improved in their report 
card grade in mathematics is indicated by asterisks in Table 11. 
Four out of five students (80%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four regressed 
and one student (20%) stayed the same in their report card grade in mathematics compared to 
their grade in Grade Three. One student (20%) attained an A, three students (60%) attained an 
A-, and one student (20%) attained a C+. 
One out of nine students (11.1%) in the inclusion classroom in Grade Four improved, 
three students (33.3%) regressed, and five students (55.6%) stayed the same in their report card 
grade in mathematics compared to their grade in Grade Three. Two students (22.2%) attained an 
A, one student (11.1%) attained an A-, two students (22.2%) attained a B+, two students (22.2%) 
attained a B-, one student (11.1%) attained a C, and one student (11.1%) attained a D+. 
Conclusion 
Students in the inclusion classroom performed better on their report card grade in 
mathematics compared to the non-inclusion classroom. This conclusion is based on three 
findings. First, the inclusion classroom yielded the higher percent of students who improved in 
their report card grade in mathematics. That is, 11.1% of the general education students 
improved, 33.3% regressed, and 55.6% stayed the same. In the non-inclusion classroom, 0% 
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improved, 80% regressed, and 20% stayed the same. Second, the inclusion classroom yielded 
the lower percent of students who regressed. Third, the combined percent of those who 
improved and stayed the same in the inclusion classroom was 66.7%, whereas, the combined 
percent in the non-inclusion classroom was 20%. 
Attendance Records-Grade Four 
The procedure that was used to analyze Grade Four attendance records entailed two 
steps. First, the percent of students who increased, decreased, or stayed the same in the 
number of days present from Grade Three to Grade Four was calculated. Second, the classroom 
in which the higher percent of students increased in their attendance is indicated by an asterisk in 
Table 12. 
Five out of five students (100%) in the non-inclusion classroom in Grade Four increased 
in the number of days present compared to days present in Grade Three. The average of days 
present in the non-inclusion classroom was 174.4. 
Five out of nine students (55.6%) in the inclusion classroom increased and four students 
(44.4%) decreased in the number of days present compared to the number of days present in 
Grade Three. The average of days present in the inclusion classroom was 171.1 days. 
Conclusion 
Students’ attendance was better in the non-inclusion classroom based on two findings. 
First, the non-inclusion classroom yielded the highest percent of students (100%) who increased 
in the number of days present compared to days present in Grade Three. Second, the average of 
days present was higher in the non-inclusion classroom. 
MCAS Analysis May 1998-Grade Four 
An analysis of the fourth grade general education students’ MCAS results was based on 
each student’s performance level and numerical score attained in May 1998. There are four 
performance levels at which a student may score on the MCAS tests. They are: Advanced, 
Proficient, Needs Improvement, and Failing. The definition of each as defined by the 
Massachusetts Department of Education (1998) are as follows: 
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Advanced: Students at this level demonstrate a comprehensive 
and in-depth understanding of rigorous subject matter and provide 
sophisticated solutions to complex problems. Proficient: Students 
at this level demonstrate a solid understanding of challenging subject 
matter and solve a wide variety of problems. Needs Improvement: 
Students at this level demonstrate partial understanding of subject 
matter and solve simple problems. Failing: Students at this level 
demonstrate minimal understanding of subject matter and do not 
solve even simple problems. 
The procedure used to analyze Grade Four MCAS scores by classroom type entailed 
three steps. First, the percent who scored at each of the four performance levels in an inclusion 
and a non-inclusion classroom was calculated. Second, the average English Language Arts and 
Mathematics score of students as a group by classroom type was calculated and is presented in 
Table 13. Third, the classroom in which students performed better based on the higher average 
score for English Language Arts and Mathematics is indicated by an asterisk in Table 13. 
Four out of five students (80%) in the non-inclusion classroom scored at the “Needs 
Improvement” level and one student (20%) scored at the “Failing” level on the English Language 
Arts MCAS test. The average English Language Arts score for the five students was 228. 
One out of five students (20%) in the non-inclusion classroom scored at the “Proficient” 
level, two students (40%) scored at the “Needs Improvement” level, and two students (40%) 
scored at the “Failing” level on the Mathematics MCAS test. The average Mathematics score for 
the five students was 228. 
One out of nine students (11.1%) in the inclusion classroom scored at the “Proficient” 
level and eight students (88.9%) scored at the “Needs Improvement” level on the English 
Language Arts MCAS test. The average English Language Arts score for the nine students was 
228.2. 
One out of nine students (11.1%) in the inclusion classroom scored at the “Advanced” 
level, one student (11.1%) scored at the “Proficient” level, two students (22.2%) scored at the 
“Needs Improvement” level, and five students (55.6%) scored at the “Failing” level on the 
Mathematics MCAS test. The average Mathematics score for the nine students was 225.3. 
Conclusion 
General education students in the inclusion classroom performed as well on the MCAS in 
English/Language Arts as the students in the non-inclusion classroom. This conclusion is based 
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on the finding that the average English Language Arts MCAS score of students in the inclusion 
classroom was .2 points higher than the average score of students in the non-inclusion 
classroom. That is, the average English Language Arts score for the inclusion and non-inclusion 
classrooms were 228.2 and 228, respectively. 
Students performed better in the non-inclusion classroom on the MCAS in Mathematics 
than the students in the inclusion classroom. This conclusion is based on three findings. First, 
the average Mathematics MCAS score of students in the non-inclusion classroom was 2.7 points 
higher than the average score of students in the inclusion classroom. That is, the average 
Mathematics score for the non-inclusion and inclusion classrooms were 228 and 225.3, 
respectively. Second, even though the inclusion classroom had a higher percent of students 
(11.1%) who scored at the “Advanced” level, a lower percent (11.1%) scored at the “Proficient” 
level than in the non-inclusion classroom (20%). Third, a higher percent of the students (55.6%) 
scored at the “Failing” level in the inclusion classroom than in the non-inclusion classroom (40%). 
Summary 
The intent of analyzing quantitative data was to identify patterns or make reasonable 
assertions that confirm or disconfirm the research findings reported in the qualitative section and 
in the literature. In light of this, one must keep in mind that students’ test scores and report card 
grades may be affected by factors other than type of classroom. They include: lack of interest or 
motivation; behavior; attitude toward school; absenteeism; teaching approaches utilized in the 
general education classroom; teachers’ subjective criteria and interpretation as to what the letter 
grades (E, S, U, A, B, C, D, F) mean; increased difficulty of the subject matter from one grade level 
to the next; lack of parental involvement; and family, medical, personal, or social difficulties the 
student may be experiencing. Likewise, attendance may be affected by an extended illness of a 
child; a bad flu season; the teachers’ accuracy in taking attendance; and family, medical, personal, 
and social problems. 
Helmstetter, Peck, and Giangreco (1994) suggest that “students without disabilities may 
benefit from integration experiences in ways that may not be tapped by standardized tests and 
other common outcome measures” (p. 264). This statement was affirmed in my study on two 
quantitative measures. That is, quantitative measures that were not standardized, such as The 
Student Assessment Inventory in Grade Two and Grade Four, and report card grades in reading in 
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Grade Two, indicated that students performed better in the inclusion classroom. Standardized 
measures, such as the Stanford Achievement Test in Grade Two and Grade Four, indicated that 
students performed better in the non-inclusion classroom. Hence, the responses of teachers on 
the non-standardized measures identified ways in which general education students benefited 
from an inclusion classroom that were not measured by standardized tests. 
Results from the Student Assessment Inventory, opposed to any other quantitative 
measures that were employed in this study, generated the greatest number of findings that are 
supported by the literature. Findings that are supported by the literature are referenced in 
parentheses following my findings. 
An analysis of the content of the statements, and teachers’ responses on the Student 
Assessment Inventory, indicated that students with disabilities in the inclusion classrooms in 
Grade Two and Grade Four did not impede the social and academic progress of general education 
students (see Odom, Deklyen, & Jenkins,1984). Teachers found that general education 
students exhibited appropriate behavior and acted in an age-appropriate manner in inclusion 
classrooms (see Peck, Carlson, & Helmstetter,1992). Teachers reported that general education 
students exhibited an increased level of social and emotional development. That is, general 
education students took responsibility for their actions, accepted consequences for their 
behavior, and were able to control their emotions (see Giangreco, Dennis, Cloninger, Edelman, & 
Schattman, 1993). 
Teachers revealed that students in inclusion classrooms in Grade Two and Grade Four 
thought positively about themselves, were self-confident, and accepted peers who were different 
from themselves (see Green & Stoneman, 1989; Helmstetter, Peck, & Giangreco, 1994; Kishi & 
Meyer, 1994; Peck, Carlson, & Helmstetter, 1992; Peck, Donaldson, & Pezzoli, 1990; Staub, 
Schwartz, Gallucci, & Peck, 1994; Van Dyke, Stallings, & Colley, 1995). In addition, teachers 
reported that general education students were eager to help others (see Green & Stoneman, 
1989; Helmstetter, Peck, & Giangreco, 1994). 
Teachers’ claimed that general education students in Grade Two and Grade Four 
attended to tasks in inclusion classrooms (see Hollowood, Salisbury, Rainforth & Palombaro, 
1994). They were successful and participated appropriately in cooperative learning groups 
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(see Hunt, Staub, Alwell, & Goetz, 1994). In addition, general education students acted as peer 
tutors to students with disabilities and took pride in helping others (see Green & Stoneman,1989; 
Murray-Seegert, 1989). 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
Creswell (1994) suggests addressing three areas when describing a study’s significance. 
That is, “why the study adds to the scholarly research and literature in the field; how the study 
helps improve practice; and why the study will improve policy” (p.111). Patton (1990) believes 
“the qualitative analyst’s effort at uncovering patterns, themes, and categories is a creative 
process that requires making carefully considered judgments about what is really significant and 
meaningful in the data” (p.406). 
Marshall and Rossman (1995) identify three domains in which a study is significant: 
theory, policy, and practice. They claim, “in applied fields such as education, demonstrating a 
study’s significance in all three domains may be especially important” (p. 26). “Demonstrating a 
study’s significance for policy and practice, however, is usually more important than addressing 
more theoretical problems and should be discussed first” (p. 26). This chapter argues for the 
study’s significance for practice, followed by its significance for policy and theory. 
Significance for Practice 
The design of this study was action-research involving Lainsbrook School’s Principal 
Study Group, a research-based inclusion support team, and resulted in a formative and 
participatory evaluation. It was undertaken as a reflective process for the staff’s development and 
empowerment. It engaged people in the school to study their own issues and experiences with 
inclusion and to use the results internally to resolve the issues. Valuable data has been attained 
from the reflective and evaluative process and portrays how the staff perceives inclusion. In 
addition, the study has heightened participants’ awareness of how inclusion can be successful for 
all students. 
The study has implications for the Lainsbrook School, the district, and other school 
districts implementing inclusion. It is significant to a wide audience such as: researchers, 
practitioners, and district and state policymakers. The most significant audience is the teaching 
staff and administrator at Lainsbrook School because the study is specific to the context in which 
they practice inclusion every day. 
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Participating in this research was significant because it has fulfilled several purposes. 
First, to identify the variables needed for inclusion to be successful. Second, to closely examine 
and assess the way in which the school and district has implemented inclusion over the past 
several years. Third, to evaluate the “inclusion versus non-inclusion classroom” model they 
implemented in second grade and fourth grade during 1997-98. Fourth, to describe the 
interviewees’ experiences in the inclusion program. Fifth, for teachers to improve their teaching 
by applying the findings to daily practice. Sixth, to gain a longitudinal perspective regarding 
inclusion’s impact on students without disabilities. Seventh, to share findings with other schools 
that are implementing inclusion and struggling with similar issues. Eighth, to influence policy at 
the building and district level. Ninth, to contribute to the limited but related research on the impact 
of inclusion on general education students of average or above average ability. 
The study is not generalizable to other educational settings for three reasons. The 
procedure for selecting participants was designed by one group at a particular point in time. The 
characteristics of the participants are unique and do not represent all staff involved in inclusion 
programs. The research findings are specific to the setting studied, which is also not 
representative of other suburban, Title I Schoolwide Programs. However, external practitioners 
may benefit from the study by perceiving the findings as informative and applicable to their 
educational settings, in which similar inclusion issues and questions have been posed. 
The descriptive case study based on qualitative and quantitative data explored two major 
areas. First, the social and academic contexts and variables that influence general education 
students’ progress, as well as student outcomes in site-specific inclusion, partial inclusion, and 
non-inclusion classrooms. Second, the inclusive practices instituted at Lainsbrook School as well 
as their impact on general education students as perceived by teachers, the administrator, 
parents, and students. The major findings that are significant to practice as well as their 
implications are presented. The remainder of this chapter attempts to capture, as Patton 
suggests, “what is really significant and meaningful in the data” (p. 406). 
Prior to this study, a pilot study was conducted in 1996-97 which accomplished two tasks. 
Nine variables that contribute to inclusion’s success were identified, many of which were identical 
to those documented in the literature. In addition, an inclusion monitoring system was devised 
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that identified variables as “in place,” “partially in place,” or “not in place.” These two undertakings 
were significant because information attained was utilized to make adjustments in the program in 
order to make inclusion more successful. 
This study documents five general findings regarding inclusion based on the qualitative 
analysis. Interviewees noted that inclusion is not implemented consistently. Through their 
experiences, interviewees learned that many variables contribute to inclusion’s success. 
Interviewees claimed that a continuum of placements are not available to all students. The 
teachers and the principal believed that the use of multiple teaching strategies, curriculum 
modifications, and alternative assessment measures address all students’ needs. Interviewees 
identified more positive effects and outcomes of inclusion academically and socially than negative 
outcomes for general education students. 
The fifth finding is confirmed by several quantitative measures on which general 
education student outcomes were better in inclusion classrooms than in non-inclusion 
classrooms. The quantitative measures included: report card grades in reading in Grade Two, 
report card grades in reading and mathematics in Grade Four, and attendance in Grade Two. In 
addition, an analysis of the Student Assessment Inventory revealed that general education 
students always exhibited social, behavioral, and academic skills and made excellent progress in 
social and behavioral areas in a Grade Two inclusion classroom. Furthermore, general education 
students always exhibited and made excellent progress in social, behavioral, academic, and 
intrapersonal skills in a Grade Four inclusion classroom. Specific aspects of the Student 
Assessment Inventory are discussed throughout this chapter. 
Inclusion Implementation 
Interviewees noted that inclusion is not implemented consistently and did not uniformly 
state the goals of the district’s Inclusion Plan. This implies that the goals of the plan need to be 
revisited, discussed, and reinforced through consistent communication among staff members. In 
addition, the future direction of inclusion at Lainsbrook School needs to be clearly established. 
Interviewees identified specific strategies for implementing inclusion. However, inclusion 
models and the process of including students with disabilities in general education classrooms 
were not instated consistently. An implication of this finding is that there is a need for the staff to 
decide which model they believe is more effective. That is, will they cluster special education 
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students in one classroom in an “inclusion versus non-inclusion model?” or disburse them equally 
across all classrooms at each grade level? Will additional options for pull-out services be offered? 
Their decision should be based on the intent to optimize special education services, maximize 
resources, and efficiently utilize the time of support staff. 
Variables for Successful Inclusion 
Through their experiences, interviewees learned that many variables contribute to 
inclusion’s success. In addition to factors reported in the pilot study that contribute to inclusion’s 
success, seven factors emerged from the interviews in this study. First, there must be continuity 
in learning. Second, teachers must focus on all students. Third, children’s needs must be the 
priority. Fourth, students need to help one another. Fifth, all teachers must get to know all 
students. Sixth, students with disabilities must feel like they are a part of the group. Seventh, a 
comfortable learning environment must prevail for all. 
Interviewees discussed the context of an effective inclusion classroom. That is, 
multidisciplinary teams collectively use their skills and knowledge to create unique, personalized 
programs for each student. This implies that teachers have the ability to make appropriate 
modifications to meet students’ needs. Subsequently, teachers become synchronized, develop 
a flow based on what children need, and build a program that is readily modified. 
It is paramount that a special education teacher not be called out of the class to attend to a 
crisis elsewhere. If this occurs, the implication is that services are inconsistently delivered and 
planned lessons are foiled. Based on this implication, it was recommended to hire a behaviorist or 
another special education teacher to address students’ academic or behavioral needs in a location 
separate from the general education classroom. 
Another circumstance under which inclusion is not successful is when some students 
with disabilities do not get the time they need from the special education teacher. This occurs 
when the majority of time is given to students with significant behavioral needs. Again, this loss of 
time would be minimized by a behaviorist who works with the students most in need. 
There are serious consequences when a special education teacher becomes fragmented 
by serving too many classrooms. The implication of fragmentation is a lack of continuity in the 
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presentation of lessons and in students’ learning. Additionally, communication breaks down 
between the teachers. The recommendation elicited from this implication was to appropriately 
staff each classroom with a special education teacher and a paraprofessional. 
Lack of resources was another topic addressed in regard to inclusion’s success. The 
interviewees believed that when inclusion was initially implemented in the district, not enough 
support staff, resources, or common planning were provided. Some teachers also reported a 
need for more training. An implication in not having enough resources is that students’ ever 
increasing needs are not met, and the reality of the classroom is not effectively addressed. In 
addition, lack of resources frustrates teachers, fosters dissatisfaction, and promotes feelings of 
inadequacy in serving students. Perhaps the staff need to advocate for more staff and resources 
and try to obtain a stronger monetary commitment from the district. 
A Continuum of Placements 
Interviewees claimed that a continuum of placements are not available to students with 
and without disabilities. Most interviewees supported inclusion, had a positive attitude toward it, 
and felt it potentially works very well. They believed it was successful for most students with 
disabilities, but felt that a continuum of placements was crucial for some students’ success. A 
continuum of placements is most needed under the following circumstances. First, when 
disruptive students take time away from other student’s learning. Second, when students with 
academic disabilities impede other’s progress. Third, when a student learns best in a separate 
environment with few distractions. 
A combination of inclusion and pull-out was recommended as the best model to meet the 
needs of all students for four reasons. First, even though inclusion can be disruptive and take 
time away from learning, a pull-out can also create disruptions. Therefore, there are times when 
the inclusion component provides fewer transitions and interruptions, and less time is lost in 
learning because students are not leaving the classroom. Second, children are given the 
opportunity to learn in many places. Third, specific academic or behavioral difficulties are 
addressed in the pull-out component. Fourth, inclusion provides an opportunity for general 
education students to act as role models and gives an incentive to students with disabilities. 
Interviewees reinforced that it is not always students with disabilities who may be disruptive to 
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general education classrooms or who need specialized attention in order to succeed. Therefore, 
a continuum of placements is recommended for any student who would profit from it. 
There are several implications to serving students in alternative settings. A specific, 
individualized program targets students’ needs and enhances their learning potential. Teachers’ 
attention and time is equitably distributed to other students in the general education classroom. 
Time on task and learning is maximized in the general education setting. 
The Use of Multiple Teaching Strategies, Curriculum Modifications, and Alternative Assessment 
Measures 
The fourth major finding was that the teachers and the principal believed that the use of 
multiple teaching strategies, curriculum modifications, and alternative assessments address all 
students’ needs. Several teaching strategies were reported by the teachers, such as adjusting 
the level or pace of the material presented in class and reading the text to students. Additionally, 
students shared their thought processes and discussed different ways to solve a problem. 
Students were required to apply problems to real life contexts. Teachers taught the skills 
described in Bloom’s Taxonomy and addressed the multiple intelligences of students. Students 
were encouraged to feel safe when they made a mistake or took risks in learning. In essence, 
teachers attempted to create a community of learners in the classroom. 
Instruction and learning occurred in various configurations. That is, students worked 
independently or participated in whole group instruction, small group instruction, cooperative 
learning, peer tutoring, and hands-on activities using manipulatives. Students were given the 
opportunity to demonstrate knowledge through non-traditional measures, such as hands-on 
projects, oral presentations given individually or as a team, and journal writing. Other measures 
used included checklists, classroom observations, and evaluating a student’s effectiveness in 
helping another student. 
All of the students were taught the district’s general curriculum as well as the 
Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks in all subject areas. Teachers attempted to challenge 
students academically, as appropriate. However, modifications were made if any student had 
difficulty with the curriculum. Teachers wanted students to become independent thinkers and 
learners. Independence entailed synthesizing information previously learned and applying it to 
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current learning, to arrive at new information and knowledge. An implication in teaching students 
to be independent thinkers and learners is that students will acquire skills that will enhance their 
ability to be life-long learners. 
Interviewees identified the advantages of a classroom teacher having dual certification in 
elementary and special education. That is, formal training in inclusion is acquired at the college 
level. Next, a teacher is trained to diagnose students’ specific learning disabilities and needs. 
Last, teachers are knowledgeable in modifying the curriculum and altering its pace. This implies 
that courses at the undergraduate college level that are typically required of special education 
majors, should be required of all education majors. 
As students with more complex needs are placed in general education classrooms, it is 
essential for teachers to understand childrens’ needs. In addition, teachers must have a 
repertoire of strategies to choose from in order to address diverse abilities. Schools and districts 
must assess the professional development requests of teachers and paraprofessionals, and 
provide training opportunities that fulfill these requests. Time should be allocated for staff to 
share teaching strategies that are effective, as well as new strategies they learned at conferences 
and workshops. 
Many curriculum modifications were made to enhance students’ learning. Students 
highlighted important information in texts. Concepts were re-taught or re-worded. Directions and 
questions were repeated. Additional time was allotted to complete tasks. Alternative advanced 
activities were assigned. Some subjects were taught at a particular time of day. Multi-level and 
enrichment materials were provided and manipulatives and visual aids accompanied lessons. 
At times, teachers were not able to deliver the curriculum at a brisk pace due to 
interruptions that occurred in the classroom, allocating additional time to students to finish 
assignments, and a lack of reinforcement at home. These factors imply that students need to be 
given time, perhaps after school to finish assignments so that the class can move on during the 
day. Furthermore, the school needs to continue to pursue increased parental involvement 
through on-going written and oral communication, encouraging parents to visit the school, and 
holding parent events and meetings at convenient times for parents. 
Since the inception of MCAS, teachers deliver the curriculum in two ways. They present 
content material in more depth and for longer blocks of time. However, there is not always 
enough time to do this for every subject. In addition, teachers do not have time to teach basic 
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skills that students should have learned in previous grades. These findings imply that scheduling 
options need to be explored in order to provide an adequate amount of time for each subject. 
Perhaps the district needs to consider extended day programs, weekend classes, a longer school 
year, and an intensive academic-oriented summer school. 
Interviewees identified several factors that inhibit students’ classroom performance as well 
as performance on standardized measures. Teachers used outdated textbooks, particularly in 
mathematics. Teachers supplemented the mathematics program by purchasing their own 
materials to do hands-on, creative things that bring mathematics into real life situations. The 
mathematics textbook was used only to the extent that it served the teachers’ lessons. The 
school district is purchasing updated textbooks with the intent to improve students’ performance. 
As reported in the quantitative section of this study, student performance was poor on curriculum- 
based mathematics tests. Poor performance may have been attributed, in part, to the lack of an 
updated mathematics series. 
Students’ performance may be hindered when a district’s curriculum and textbooks do 
not align with the Curriculum Frameworks, MCAS, or other standardized tests. Misalignment may 
occur when the curriculum does not consist of concepts that are asked on standardized tests, or 
when material that is asked on a standardized test, is not covered in class prior to administering the 
test. An implication is that staff should try to coordinate and present concepts prior to giving the 
standardized tests. However, teachers often do not have access to the content of standardized 
tests prior to their administering it. 
The new textbooks should be carefully examined to determine how they align with what is 
expected in the district’s curriculum, the Curriculum Frameworks, MCAS, and other standardized 
tests. Adjustments should be made in instruction, as needed, to accommodate alignment. As 
the textbooks are used, data should be collected to assess the effectiveness of the textbooks, in 
regard to their impact on students’ performance. 
Students’ performance is affected when the curriculum does not provide opportunities 
for students to apply skills and knowledge in a manner consistent with how they are asked to apply 
skills on the MCAS test. Children are not motivated to learn when the curriculum is not meaningful 
and relevant. The major implication of identifying factors that affect students’ performance is that, 
students’ performance is expected to improve, when appropriate materials and instruction align 
with required, meaningful, and relevant curricula and standardized tests. 
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A wide range of opinions were expressed in the area of assessment. For example, 
interviewees gave a variety of responses when asked if students with disabilities should take 
standardized tests with the rest of the class. Responses ranged from a student with disabilities 
should be exempt from taking standardized tests, to some students perform better when they are 
part of the class. Interviewees claimed that a student with disabilities should take a test in another 
location if the test has to be read to, explained in depth, or dictated to the student. 
Interviewees identified factors other than a student’s ability that influence performance on 
a standardized test. First, staying within the allotted time for the test or giving additional time for it 
to be completed. Second, students’ behavior and attentiveness. Third, lack of educational 
material and books at home. Fourth, lack of rest the night preceding the test. Fourth, the test¬ 
taking climate. 
Interviewees believed the test scores of students with disabilities may impact class, 
school, and district results. Therefore, the scores of students with disabilities should perhaps be 
reported separate from the other students’ scores. The suggestion was made to report their 
scores in two sets. The scores of the students with disabilities would be reported with the whole 
class and then as a separate group. The implication in doing this is, to attain a profile of how the 
class performed with and without students with disabilities, and how the students with disabilities 
performed as a group. 
An analysis of the quantitative data revealed that general education students performed 
better in non-inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms on standardized tests such as the 
Stanford Achievement Test in Total Reading and Total Mathematics in Grade Two and Grade Four 
and the MCAS in Mathematics in Grade Four. This finding may lead one to speculate if students 
with disabilities impact the scores of general education students in inclusion classrooms. 
A question was posed in regard to reporting the scores of students with disabilities 
separately. That is, “How disabled does a child have to be in order not to be included in the 
scores of the class?” Making this distinction could be vague and differ from district to district. 
Furthermore, any academically-challenged student may impact scores. Interestingly enough, it 
was noted that students with disabilities often give answers on MCAS that are very rich in content, 
even if mechanics are weak. These controversial points perpetuate a discussion regarding the 
reporting of students’ scores. 
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Various opinions were given as to how a student with disabilities should be assessed. 
First, students with disabilities should be given the same test as the rest of the class, whenever 
possible. Second, teacher-made tests tailored to students’ learning style and skill level may be 
administered. Third, standardized tests based on the skill level at which a student is functioning 
may be given. As the student progresses to higher levels, subsequent standardized tests would 
be administered. Fourth, individualized tests could be devised that align with a student’s 
Education Plan. Fifth, performance goals could be set that complement an Education Plan. As 
goals are attained, new goals are set. 
Interviewees agreed that some students need modifications in order to be successful at 
test-taking. However, the question then becomes, “By making modifications, are we testing 
students equitably because the same exact measure is not being used by all students?” 
Subsequently, “Will modifying the test affect not only the scores, but the validity of the test itself?” 
Answers were not given to these questions, but imply there is a need for on-going discussion 
regarding assessment, despite the controversy and lack of agreement this topic generates. 
Positive Effects and Outcomes of Inclusion Academically and Socially 
Interviewees identified more positive effects and outcomes of inclusion academically and 
socially than negative effects on general education students. Participants from all role groups 
identified variables that negatively or positively affect a general education students’ academic or 
social progress in any type of classroom. Five variables have a negative effect on academic 
progress. They are: lack of parental involvement; high absenteeism; insufficient time on task; 
disruptive students; and interruptions that break the flow of teaching and learning. 
Eleven variables that have a positive effect on academic progress in any classroom were 
specified. First, the teacher’s attitude, enthusiasm, and skills. Second, a supportive home and 
school environment. Third, high self-esteem in students. Fourth, small class size. Fifth, low 
teacher-student ratio. Sixth, a sufficient amount of one-on-one attention given to students. 
Seventh, the child’s ability and knowledge or lack of knowledge. Eighth, the atmosphere and 
environment of the classroom. Ninth, the climate of the school. Tenth, how discipline is taught. 
Eleventh, how students are taught to respect and treat others. Identifying these variables is 
significant in that the staff learns which ones have a positive effect and decides which ones they 
are able to integrate into their teaching practice. 
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Including students with behavioral disabilities in the general education classroom, is a 
variable in and of itself, that may generate negative and positive effects on general education 
students’ academic progress. Interviewees from all role groups revealed three negative effects. 
Continuity in learning is broken. The teacher’s time is taken away to discipline disruptive students, 
and subsequently has to get the class back on track. Students are unable to finish their written 
work and assignments due to disruptions and distractions. According to the teachers, the major 
implication of these effects is that students’ learning is hindered. In light of this, the teachers’ 
responses on the Student Assessment Inventory did not indicate that general education 
students’ progress was impeded by the presence of students with disabilities. 
Including students with behavioral disabilities has three positive effects on general 
education students’ academic progress. General education students learn to cope with disruptive 
behavior in the academic setting. Students complete school work despite disruptions. Students 
learn tolerance, patience, and understanding. The implication regarding these effects is that 
general education students develop an ability to achieve despite interruptions. Teachers’ 
responses on the Student Assessment Inventory indicated that, not only was academic progress 
of general education students not impeded in inclusion classrooms, but general education 
students were able to attend to tasks. 
Similar to including students with behavioral disabilities, including students with academic 
disabilities may have negative or positive effects on general education students’ academic 
progress. Interviewees noted three negative effects. A slower pace in delivering content material 
hinders general education students from moving on and acquiring knowledge expeditiously. The 
teacher’s time is taken away from general education students to make modifications for students 
with disabilities. Fewer complex academic tasks are completed by the class. Interviewees 
asserted that if there is enough support staff in the classroom to help students with disabilities, 
the general education teacher is able to move on with the other students. They also stressed that 
it is not always the students with disabilities who hinder the general education students’ academic 
progress. Any student is potentially capable of hindering another student’s progress. 
Interviewees found that including students with academic disabilities generated many 
positive effects and outcomes for general education students which are discussed next. General 
education students learn to deal with having their academic progress hindered by students with 
lower ability. Students of varying abilities learn to work together and do not regard their 
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differences in ability negatively. A general education student is encouraged by observing a 
student with disabilities endure and accomplish tasks despite having difficulty. General education 
students learn to accept and understand other student’s academic needs in the classroom 
environment. In addition, they are good role models and peer tutors for students with disabilities. 
Similarly, the teachers’ responses on the Student Assessment Inventory reported that general 
education students in Grade Two and Grade Four inclusion classrooms accepted peers who were 
different from themselves, acted as peer tutors, were eager to help others, and took pride in 
doing so. 
The teachers and the principal reported that a general education student learns from a 
student with disabilities in a cooperative learning group or when the student with disabilities acts 
as a role model when he has an academic strength that a general education student does not 
have. Opportunities arise in which all students feel good about themselves and each other, and 
exhibit improved self-esteem. These findings were confirmed by the responses on the Student 
Assessment Inventory. That is, general education students in Grade Two and Grade Four 
inclusion classrooms participated and were successful in cooperative learning groups. 
Furthermore, general education students thought positively about themselves and were self- 
confident. 
Two additional positive effects of inclusion on general education students were identified 
in the interviews. That is, general education students benefited academically due to a special 
education teacher being in the classroom. Furthermore, general education students attained 
skills which they could apply in future encounters with people of diverse ability at school, work, 
and in the community. 
There are several implications regarding the positive outcomes of inclusion, many of 
which highlight diversity. Inclusion generates outcomes for general education students that 
cannot always be measured by criterion-referenced and norm-referenced tests. Inclusion is 
invaluable to children’s moral and character development in areas such as cooperation, 
collaboration, and accepting and valuing others. Students learn to co-exist harmoniously with 
others. The schools play an active role in teaching students to accept diversity in our society. 
Inclusion heightens childrens’ awareness that they are able to learn from peers with different 
ability levels. Inclusive experiences simulate real life that prepare students for participation in a 
diverse community and work setting. 
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Similar to the fact there are variables that negatively or positively affect a general 
education student’s academic progress, there are variables that negatively or positively affect a 
general education student s social progress in any type of classroom. Negative variables included 
teachers spending too much time disciplining disruptive students and children’s lack of basic 
social skills learned at home. Variables that have a positive effect on social progress entailed a 
child’s ability to interact with other students, express himself, and to know how to treat others. 
These social abilities are influenced by a child’s upbringing and the manner in which teachers 
orchestrate social situations among children. It was emphasized that it is not always the students 
with disabilities who potentially hinder the general education students’ social progress. As 
previously mentioned in regard to academic progress, any student is capable of hindering another 
student’s social progress. 
Having students with disabilities in the general education classroom is a variable in and of 
itself that may have negative or positive effects on students’ social progress. According to the 
interviewees from all role groups, including students with disabilities did not generate any 
negative effects socially for general education students. Concern was not expressed regarding a 
general education student learning or mimicking inappropriate behavior exhibited by a student 
with disabilities. A classroom teacher knows her students’ capabilities and would detect when a 
general education student was purposely behaving inappropriately to gain attention. 
Interestingly, it was noted that being in a non-inclusion classroom may be a disadvantage to 
general education students because students are not given the opportunity to be exposed to 
students with diverse abilities and needs. As reported by teachers on the Student Assessment 
Inventory, the social progress of general education students in Grade Two and Grade Four in the 
inclusion classrooms was not impeded by students with disabilities. 
Including students with disabilities in general education classrooms elicits many positive 
effects and outcomes socially for general education students, according to the interviewees. 
Students help one another and are not segregated. Friendships cross academic lines. Students 
learn to acclimate to and cope with people’s differences without regarding their differences 
negatively. Students will not be afraid of peers who have disabilities. Students become more 
humble, considerate, respectful, and empathetic towards others. Students develop a positive 
attitude toward students with disabilities. Parents attain satisfaction when their children have a 
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positive attitude toward and interact appropriately with students with disabilities. General 
education students become socially accustom to being with peers with disabilities in the present 
and in the future. 
Teachers responses on the Student Assessment Inventory confirmed several positive 
social outcomes for general education students in inclusion classrooms in Grade Two and Grade 
Four. That is, general education students exhibited an increased level of social and emotional 
development, took responsibility for their actions, accepted consequences of their behavior, and 
were able to control their emotions. Overall, students exhibited appropriate behavior and acted in 
an age-appropriate manner. 
There are several implications regarding the social outcomes of inclusion for general 
education students. General education students are given the opportunity to get to know 
students with disabilities. An inclusion setting makes a real world connection in which social skills 
are developed, communication skills are improved, and common interests are discovered 
amongst children of diverse abilities. Students realize and respect each other’s differences, 
become aware of their similarities, and accept students with disabilities as part of the group. As a 
result, general education students eliminate their fears and raise their expectations of students 
with disabilities. Furthermore, general education students develop a deeper appreciation for their 
own life and abilities. 
Three suggestions were made to enhance socialization between general education 
students and students with disabilities. That is, the curriculum should be evaluated to determine if 
it consists of social skills that all students will learn. Opportunities and activities need to be 
provided in which all students can apply social skills. Lastly, teachers must model appropriate 
interactions with students with disabilities. 
Significance for Policy 
The findings that emerged from this study are significant not only to practice but in 
designing policy at the building and district level. The district’s policy for implementing inclusion 
mandates each school to follow the district’s year-by-year, grade-by-grade Inclusion Plan. 
Schools have abided by the plan, but have not implemented inclusion models consistently across 
grades or within each grade level. In addition, interviewees identified shortcomings of the 
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Inclusion Plan and offered suggestions to rectify its limitations. The suggestions could be 
amended to the current district plan or documented in a separate building-based plan. 
The primary area of concern to staff was a shortage of support and resources. Four 
recommendations were made. First, additional support staff is needed so that one special 
education teacher does not have a roster of 35-40 students to serve per day. Second, a stronger 
local, state, and federal monetary commitment should be made for resources, planning time, and 
training for professional and paraprofessional staff. The implication is that school personnel are 
not able to appropriately serve an increasingly diverse student population without the financial 
commitment. Third, some of the staff implemented inclusion prior to being mandated. Hence, 
resources and staff were utilized by those who were and were not mandated to implement 
inclusion. This consumption of resources, coupled with a preexisting shortage of resources, 
resulted in a greater scarcity of needed support. If insufficient funding continues to be 
problematic, perhaps only the mandated staff should be allowed to consume resources. Instating 
this as policy, would ensure that available resources would be accessible at the mandated grade 
levels. Fourth, an updated mathematics series and hands-on materials must be in place to 
effectively deliver mathematics instruction. 
Variables such as support staff, resources, and materials will be accessible to the general 
education teachers only if funding is available to acquire them. Therefore, it might be 
advantageous for teachers and the new principal to advocate for a stronger monetary commitment 
from the local district, the state department of education, and local, state, and federal policymakers 
and politicians who are influential in allocating funds for general education, Title I, and special 
education. 
In addition to advocacy, the new principal’s role is imperative to inclusion’s success. She 
can address inclusion issues that were identified in the study, attempt to eradicate negative 
variables and instate positive variables that contribute to inclusion’s success. Furthermore, stable 
leadership can be established by being in the position for an extended period of time. 
A secondary area of concern to interviewees not involving resources, centered on the 
timeliness in securing special education services for students with disabilities. The staff did not 
believe that students with disabilities were served in a timely manner. That is, the referral process 
for special education services for students with disabilities was lengthy and should be shorter. 
This suggestion was brought to the attention of the special education supervisor. 
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Three suggestions were made regarding which inclusion models to consider for 
implementation. First, to place students with disabilities equally in both classrooms at each grade 
level with the special education teacher serving both classrooms. The special education teacher 
serves each classroom when they are not at art, physical education, or music. Second, to cluster 
Title I students in one classroom and special education students in the other classroom at each 
grade level. The Title I staff would serve the classroom in which Title I students are placed and the 
special education teacher would serve the classroom in which the students with disabilities are 
placed. Third, to offer a continuum of services through a combination model of inclusion and pull¬ 
out. A pull-out component would offer alternative placements within and apart from the school. 
For example, a special education teacher or behaviorist would work solely with students with 
severe academic and behavioral needs. Intensive, one-on-one, individualized help would be 
provided. 
In light of the various opinions regarding inclusion models, the Lainsbrook School staff 
needs to decide which model is most effective and consistent to implement for their particular 
context and student population. Their decision could be shared with the central administration 
and documented in a building-based inclusion plan which complements the mandates of the 
district’s plan. 
Several recommendations emerged regarding the context of an inclusion classroom that 
could be incorporated into policy. The number of students in a general education classroom with 
severe academic or behavioral disabilities should be limited. A special education teacher and 
paraprofessional should be assigned to every classroom. Inclusion teachers should be available 
to provide higher level instruction and enrichment to students who are above grade level. 
A suggestion was made that does not align with the district’s current plan and would alter 
its context. That is, inclusion should be mandated district-wide immediately rather than over the 
course of subsequent years. There are two implications regarding this suggestion. Secondary 
students are exposed to students with disabilities sooner in their school career. The exposure for 
secondary students facilitates learning how to treat and respect peers of diverse ability. 
The study was significant to parents because they became more aware of inclusion. The 
study encouraged parents to think about questions they never thought of and to seek answers. 
The study heightened staff’s awareness that better communication is needed between the 
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school and parents regarding the goals of the inclusion program, how inclusion is implemented, 
and the type of classroom in which children are placed. Hopefully, the study will facilitate improved 
parental involvement. 
Throughout the early years of planning for and implementing inclusion, I adopted an 
“unwritten” policy or approach to address people’s resistance, concerns, and questions. This 
approach incorporated seven strategies. First, to communicate with and listen to staff members. 
Second, to offer training to which teachers were receptive. Third, to adjust training to people’s 
level of expertise. Fourth, to give staff time to accept change. Fifth, to encourage teachers to try 
new teaching strategies. Sixth, to offer opportunities for teachers to share ideas with their 
colleagues. Last, to offer Title I funding for support staff, resources, and materials. The 
implications in adopting this approach include: staff feel supported, people’s opinions are 
validated, and the staff are motivated to take risks in trying new strategies and approaches. These 
implications should encourage administrators to make a conscious effort to consistently and 
continuously listen, and respond promptly to staff, throughout all stages of inclusion 
implementation. 
Significance for Theory 
The early inception of the inclusion movement was based predominantly on proponents’ 
philosophies and beliefs rather than documenting its effectiveness through research. As 
inclusion unfolded, it became apparent that educators and researchers who claimed to effectively 
implement inclusion, and advocates who promoted its implementation, needed to substantiate 
their findings and beliefs through research. Sharing their findings and beliefs would provide 
insight to others, as they encountered the challenges of inclusion. 
As inclusion evolved, increased interest was expressed nationally by stakeholders, such 
as teachers, administrators, researchers, and the public, to explore and pursue research on the 
academic and social effects of inclusion on students without disabilities. Similarly, this study was 
oriented to the general education students for two main reasons. The staff at Lainsbrook School 
expressed a desire to know how inclusion was academically and socially impacting the general 
education student population. In addition, inclusion research on general education students was 
limited in the literature. Staub and Peck’s article entitled, “What Are the Outcomes for 
Nondisabled Students?” exemplified the need for inclusion research that targets the general 
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education students, and motivated me to conduct a study in that area. It is intended that the 
findings from this study, will contribute to an on-going dialogue centered on inclusion. 
The most significant implication for theory drawn from this study, is that inclusion can be 
successful, and can have positive effects academically and socially on general education 
students. However, success occurs only when variables are in place that were identified in this 
study, and documented in previous studies. Among the variables needed for future successful 
inclusive efforts are: communication, collaboration, and making a clear commitment among all 
stakeholders. As one interviewee succinctly stated: “If we’re going to make a commitment to 
bettering the kids’ education, we have to decide what kind of commitment we are going to make.” 
Future Direction of Inclusion Research 
Inclusion has been instated for several years now and is here to stay. It is not a trend or 
concept that will fade or go away. Teachers have had time to reflect and acquire expertise in 
implementing inclusion. A dialogue regarding the benefits and detriments of inclusion to the 
general education population must continue. 
In an attempt to perfect the implementation of inclusion, research needs to be conducted 
for many reasons. The impact of inclusion on general education students as individuals, and as a 
class, must be evaluated and examined on an on-going basis. Sharing inclusive experiences and 
documenting results of research provide invaluable insight to other practitioners and 
policymakers. The results of future studies will improve the teaching practice of all who teach in 
inclusive settings. Inclusion generates common issues, concerns, and questions despite the 
specific context in which formative evaluation, participatory evaluation, and action research occur. 
Findings that emerge from evaluative studies are perhaps not generalizable, but are relevant and 
applicable to other settings. 
Most of the research on the impact of inclusion on general education children has been at 
the preschool and high school level. Therefore, more research is needed at the elementary level 
in order to expand the limited, available current research. Future research findings will broaden 
the responses to questions posed in Staub and Peck’s article: “What are the Outcomes for 
Nondisabled Students?” That is, will inclusion reduce the academic progress of nondisabled 
children? Will nondisabled children lose teacher time and attention? Will nondisabled students 
learn undesirable behavior from students with disabilities? 
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Inclusion is multi-faceted and encompasses many components. Therefore, future 
research questions are infinite. Through careful examination, districts need to determine which 
research questions are pertinent and can be addressed effectively in their setting. Answers to 
research questions will benefit those who undertake the study, as well as contribute to the body 
of literature on inclusion. 
A sampling of questions that need to be addressed in future studies regarding the impact 
of inclusion on general education students is outlined next. 
• Is inclusion the best option educationally for students with and without disabilities? 
• Is a continuum of services accessible to all students? What services are offered through 
the continuum? 
• What variables are needed in order for inclusion to be successful for general education 
students? How are those variables attained and instated? How are obstacles overcome in 
attaining and instating the variables? 
• What are the perceptions and experiences of staff, parents, and students regarding the 
impact of inclusion on general education students? 
• What are the academic and social effects and outcomes of inclusion for general education 
students? Which outcomes are measured by standardized tests and which ones are not? What 
aspects of the inclusion program lead to certain social and academic outcomes for general 
education students? 
• What teaching approaches are effective with general education students in inclusive 
settings? How do general education students benefit from redesigning the curriculum, materials, 
and methods for students with disabilities? 
• What opportunities and strategies are offered in the curriculum to help students without 
disabilities interact and acclimate to students with disabilities? 
Students are the recipients of inclusion’s impact. Therefore, it is important to include the 
general education student population in research studies. Questions must target students’ 
perception of inclusive experiences. For example, what effects and outcomes do general 
education students experience from being in an inclusion classroom? How do general education 
students perceive themselves in relation to students with disabilities? 
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Conclusion 
When I was an elementary special education teacher in the late 1980’s, students with 
disabilities were mainstreamed into the general education classroom, but given the opportunity to 
receive remedial services in a pull-out setting. Mainstreaming and/or integration was the process 
of having students with disabilities (who had been excluded) become an integral part of the 
mainstream of their schools (Stainback & Stainback, 1989). A pull-out model was effective in 
meeting students’ needs. Many students made significant social progress as well as academic 
gains on curriculum-based reading and mathematics tests. In addition, students enjoyed coming 
to the resource room for individualized attention. Students were not arbitrarily placed in this type 
of setting because the IEP team decided what placements would best serve students. With the 
advent of inclusion, fewer options for pull-out services are available to students with disabilities. 
During the 1990’s, national, state, and local special education and general education 
systems attempted to merge, by increasing the number of students with disabilities placed in 
educational settings occupied predominantly by general education students. I believe students 
with disabilities have a right to be placed in the general education classroom, if it is the best 
placement for them. By no means should a student with disabilities be intentionally segregated or 
eliminated from the mainstream for no apparent educational reason. However, a student should 
not be included in the general education classroom based on the premise “it’s the right thing to 
do.” This would be a disservice to that child. 
Inclusion should not be imposed on a student with disabilities who learns best in a quiet, 
small group setting, apart from the general education classroom. In that instance, inclusion would 
deny him the right to learn in a manner conducive to his learning style. Conversely, a severely 
disruptive student’s right to be included in the general education classroom, does not supersede 
the rights of other students to a safe, peaceful learning environment. 
I have always been, and continue to be, a proponent of the Little Change Model, in which 
students with disabilities have access to a continuum of services and placements. One of the 
original intents of special education laws was to provide students with disabilities a continuum of 
placements from most to least restrictive. Why should we lose sight of this? There is not enough 
research to substantiate that a major change in the current special education system will produce 
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better schools. Rather than radically dismantling a system that has been in place for decades, an 
attempt should be made to improve it within the present framework. Why not have a continuum of 
supports or services for any and all students who need it? 
I propose instating pull-out programs for any student whose needs would be better 
served in a setting apart from the general education classroom. This can be attained through 
flexible pull-out groups. The composition of the groups changes according to those who need 
help in a specific area. This type of service evolved from Title I teachers’ experience with inclusion 
in mathematics and reading. They found that inclusion proved more successful in mathematics 
than reading for several reasons. 
The use of manipulatives, cooperative learning, and problem-solving activities in 
mathematics readily targeted the students’ ability levels. Additionally, the area of mathematics 
being taught during a lesson was very specific and concrete. In reading, there was a wide 
discrepancy of skill levels amongst the students. During a reading lesson, a complexity of skills 
were addressed. Furthermore, conducting three reading groups simultaneously in a general 
education classroom, was distracting and noisy for students and teachers. As a result, Title I 
mathematics services are delivered through inclusion and some pull-out programs, while Title I 
reading services are delivered through small, flexible groups in a pull-out setting. Students with 
and without disabilities participate in this type of grouping. 
If given the option of a pull-out program, all students would have access to an 
individualized educational program. The process for identifying students for a pull-out program 
entails two methods. The general education students are identified through performance data 
collected in the general education classroom, whereas, students with disabilities are identified 
through the current special education referral process. 
I do not believe enough support has been provided in the general education classrooms 
through state and local funding to effectively include every student. I ask: Have policymakers 
been truly invested in the effects of inclusion on students with and without disabilities if funding 
has not paralleled need? A lack of funding burdens general education teachers and is 
educationally detrimental to all students. The future success of inclusion depends on the support 
of all stakeholders, especially those who have the power to allocate funds. Hopefully, this 
research study, as well as future studies, exemplify the need for resources and support that all 
children deserve in order to receive a fair and equitable education. 
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APPENDIX A 
INCLUSION PLANNING PROCESS 
Throughout an inclusion planning process, from inception to implementation, schools 
and districts need to address the following components: 
Purpose 
* What is our mission/vision? 
Population 
* Who is our targeted population (students and staff)? 
Outcomes 
* What indicators will exhibit a student is being included? 
* What measures will indicate a student is ready to exit from Title I, Special Education, or 
ESL/Bilingual services? 
* Will inclusion improve a student’s self-esteem? 
* Will inclusion improve students’ academic performance? 
* Will a student’s behavior improve? 
* Will all students’ needs be met through an inclusion model? 
* Will all the needs of a student be met through inclusion? 
* Will students interact with all students more frequently? 
Curriculum/lnstruction/Assessment 
* How will the curriculum be modified? 
* What teaching strategies will be implemented to accommodate at-risk students? 
* What textbooks/materials will be used? 
* What alternative measures will be used other than norm-referenced standardized achievement 
tests in measuring students' progress? 
Staff Training 
* How much in-service training will be needed? 
* How will the training be designed? 
* How ready are staff members for change and inclusion? 
Resources 
* Do we have enough staff to implement inclusion effectively? 
* Do we provide enough time for teachers to plan together? 
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Do we have the financial resources to implement inclusion and its components (training, support 
staff, substitutes, materials)? 
Parents/Communitv 
* Will parents and the community support inclusion? 
Will they be involved in the planning process and implementation of inclusion, and to what 
extent? 
Evaluation Questions 
When evaluating an inclusion planning process and/or the implementation of an Inclusion 
Plan, the following questions need to be asked: 
Reflection 
* How well are we implementing the Inclusion Plan? 
Impact on Teachers 
* Are more teachers implementing inclusion? 
* Are teachers modifying the curriculum and using alternative testing measures? 
* What materials were used? 
Professional Development 
* Was in-service training on inclusion effective and useful? 
Impact on Students 
* Has all students’ academic performance improved? 
* Has students’ attitudes toward school improved? 
* Has there been fewer discipline problems? 
* Do students exhibit improved self-esteem? 
* Has absenteeism decreased? 
* Do general education students socialize more with special education and Title I students? 
Referrals 
* Are more students receiving services through inclusion? 
* Has the percentage of students referred to special education and Title I decreased? 
Attitudes 
* Do stakeholders feel positive about the implementation of inclusion? 
Assessment 
* In what areas are we in need of improvement? 
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Future Action 
* What components should be addressed in next year's Inclusion Plan? 
* Do we have enough resources (staff, time, funding) to continue our inclusive efforts? 
* Will parents and the community continue to be involved? 
Wavs to Answer Evaluation Questions 
Answers to evaluation questions may be obtained through a Needs Assessment; 
Interviews; Teacher/Student/Parent/Administrator Surveys; Classroom and Playground 
Observations; Students' Attendance Records; Report Card Grades; Collecting Baseline Data in 
the Fall and Comparing it to Data Collected in the Spring; Focus Groups, Principal Study Groups; 
Workshop Evaluations; Test Scores; Number of Referrals to Special Education and Title I; Number 
of Discipline Referrals Made to the Principal over a Designated Timeframe. 
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APPENDIX C 
CONSENT LETTERS/FORMS 
Date: 
Dear Superintendent: 
As you are aware, I am the Title I Director in your school district as well as a doctoral student 
at the University of Massachusetts. The topic of my doctoral research is the inclusion of special 
education students in general education classrooms. The purpose of my research is to study the 
impact of inclusion on the general education students at Lainsbrook School. 
I would like to obtain your approval to interview the principal, general education teachers, 
general education parents, and general education students from Grade Two and Grade Four 
during 1997-1998. The interviews will be done on an individual basis and will last approximately 
one hour. I will be analyzing a Student Assessment Inventory completed by general education 
teachers, in addition to analyzing general education students’ test scores on the Stanford 
Achievement Test and curriculum-based tests in reading and mathematics, attendance records, 
and report card grades. Data collection methods, analysis, and conclusions will be shared with 
those who participate as well as written into my dissertation. 
Parents of students who were in inclusion or non-inclusion classrooms and who have 
attended the school for at least two full consecutive school years will be asked if they and/or their 
child are interested in voluntarily participating in the study. 
If potential participants choose to voluntarily participate, they have the right to withdraw 
from part or all of the study at any time. They have the right to review any material written regarding 
their written or verbal opinion. Their identity, name, and school will not be revealed. Participants 
will be assigned a code and a number, such as General Education Parent #1= GEP #1; General 
Education Parent #2= GEP #2; General Education Student #1= GES #1; General Education 
Teacher #1= GET #1; General Education Teacher #2= GET #2; Other #1= OTH #1, etc. 
Participants will be reassured they are free to participate or not without prejudice. If they decide 
not to participate, there will be no negative consequences as a result of their decision. 
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If further information is needed prior to granting your approval, I can be reached at 263- 
3360 or 796-1577. Your time in reading this letter and consideration in granting me approval are 
greatly appreciated. Thank you very much. 
Sincerely, 
Barbara Senecal 
I grant Barbara Senecal my approval to conduct her doctoral research in my school district 
at Lainsbrook School. 
Superintendent’s Signature Date 
APPENDIX C (Cont.) 
CONSENT LETTER/FORM 
Date: 
Dear Principal: 
This is a follow-up to the interest you expressed in participating in my dissertation study. 
The purpose of this letter is to obtain your voluntary consent to participate in the study. Just to 
remind you, I, Barbara Senecal will be conducting research for my dissertation at your school. The 
topic of my research is the inclusion of special education students in general education 
classrooms in Grade Two and Grade Four during 1997-98. The purpose of my research is to study 
the impact of inclusion on the general education students. Your part in the study will consist of 
being interviewed on an individual basis for approximately one hour. 
There will be no risk to you as a participant. If you choose to voluntarily participate you 
have the right to withdraw from part or all of the study at any time. You have the right to review any 
material written regarding your written or verbal opinion. 
Your identity, name, and school will not be revealed. Participants will be assigned a code 
and a number, such as General Education Parent #1= GEP #1; General Education Parent #2= 
GEP #2; General Education Student #1= GES #1; General Education Student #2= GES #2; 
General Education Teacher #1= GET #1; General Education Teacher #2= GET #2; Other= OTH 
#1, etc. 
I want to emphasize that you are free to participate or not without prejudice. If you decide 
not to participate, there will be no negative consequences as a result of your decision. 
I agree to voluntarily participate in this study and understand my right to withdraw from it at 
any time. 
Principal’s Signature Date 
# 
161 
APPENDIX C (cont.) 
CONSENT LETTER/FORM 
Date: 
Dear Teachers: 
This is a follow-up to the interest you expressed in participating in my dissertation study. 
The purpose of this letter is to obtain your voluntary consent to participate in the study. Just to 
remind you, I, Barbara Senecal will be conducting research for my dissertation at your school. The 
topic of my research is the inclusion of special education students in general education 
classrooms. The purpose of my research is to study the impact of inclusion on the general 
education students in Grade Two and Grade Four during 1997-98. Your part in the study will 
consist of being interviewed on an individual basis for approximately one hour and completing a 
Student Assessment Inventory. 
There will be no risk to you as a participant. If you choose to voluntarily participate you 
have the right to withdraw from part or all of the study at any time. You have the right to review any 
material written regarding your written or verbal opinion. 
Your identity, name, and school will not be revealed. Participants will be assigned a code 
and a number, such as General Education Parent #1= GEP #1; General Education Parent #2= 
GEP #2; General Education Student #1= GES #1; General Education Student #2= GES #2; 
General Education Teacher #1= GET #1; General Education Teacher #2= GET #2; Other= OTH 
#1, etc. 
I want to emphasize that you are free to participate or not without prejudice. If you decide 
not to participate, there will be no negative consequences as a result of your decision. 
I agree to voluntarily participate in this study and understand my right to withdraw from it at 
any time. 
Teacher’s Signature Date 
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APPENDIX C (cont.) 
CONSENT LETTER/FORM 
Dear Parent: Date. 
This is a follow-up to the interest you expressed in participating in my dissertation study. 
The purpose of this letter is to obtain your voluntary consent and/or your child’s voluntary consent 
to participate in the study. Just to remind you, my name is Barbara Senecal. I am the Title I 
Director in (name of town) as well as a doctoral student at the University of Massachusetts. I will be 
conducting research for my dissertation at your child’s elementary school. The topic of my 
research is the inclusion of special education students in general education classrooms. The 
purpose of my research is to study the impact of inclusion on the general education students in 
Grade Two and Grade Four during 1997-98. Your or your child’s part in the study will consist of 
being interviewed on an individual basis for approximately one hour; and/or having your child’s 
test scores on the Stanford Achievement Test and curriculum-based tests in reading and 
mathematics analyzed, as well as a Student Assessment Inventory, attendance records, and 
report card grades. 
There will be no risk to you or your child as a participant. If you or your child choose to 
voluntarily participate you have the right to withdraw from part or all of the study at any time. You 
have the right to review any material written regarding your or your child’s written or verbal opinion. 
Your identity and name and/or your child’s identity, name, and school will not be revealed. 
Participants will be assigned a code and a number, such as General Education Parent #1= GEP 
#1; General Education Parent #2= GEP #2; General Education Student #1= GES #1; General 
Education Student #2= GES #2, etc. I want to emphasize that you or your child are free to 
participate or not without prejudice. If you or your child decide not to participate, there will be no 
negative consequences as a result of your decision. 
I agree to voluntarily participate in this study and understand my right to withdraw from it at 
any time. __ 
Parent’s Signature Date 
I agree to have my child voluntarily participate in this study and understand my right to 
withdraw him/her from it at any time. _—--- 
Student’s Name Parent’s Signature Date 
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APPENDIX D 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
general Education Teachers’ Interview Questions 
Please answer these questions based on school year 1997-98. 
Inclusion Implementation 
• What is the process for placing students with disabilities in your classroom? 
• What are the goals of the inclusion program for your school? 
• How is inclusion implemented at your school? 
Are you satisfied with how inclusion is implemented at your school? 
Is it successful? 
What makes inclusion successful? 
How should inclusion be implemented ideally at your school? 
• How do you implement inclusion in your classroom? 
Are you satisfied with how you implement inclusion in your classroom? 
Is it successful? 
What makes inclusion successful? 
How should inclusion be implemented ideally in your classroom? 
• Do you prefer to teach in a full inclusion, partial inclusion, or non-inclusion classroom? Why? 
• Which model best meets the needs of all students in your classroom: inclusion, pull-out, or a 
combination? Why? 
• This is a copy of the Inclusion Plan 2000+, what is your opinion regarding the effectiveness of 
this plan? 
Should inclusion have been implemented differently across the district? If so, please explain. 
Teacher Preparedness 
• How many years experience do you have teaching? 
• In what areas are you certified? 
• How much training have you received in inclusion? 
Do you have enough training in inclusion? if not, in what areas do you need more? 
• How many years experience do you have teaching in an inclusion classroom? 
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• What is your perception of your competence in implementing inclusion in your classroom? 
• What is your attitude toward inclusion? 
Teacher’s and Students’ Experiences 
• If I followed you through a typical day, what experiences would I observe you having with the 
general education students? 
• Suppose I was a general education student in your classroom, tell me what type of academic 
activities I would participate in with students with disabilities? 
• Suppose I was a general education student in your classroom, tell me what type of social 
activities I would participate in with students with disabilities? 
• Suppose I was in your classroom during a reading lesson, what would I see happening? 
What would you be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
What would the students with disabilities be doing? 
• Suppose I was in your classroom during a mathematics lesson, what would I see happening? 
What would you be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
What would the students with disabilities be doing? 
Curriculum 
• Have you had to modify the curriculum in your classroom to meet all students’ needs? If so, 
how? 
• How far have you gone in the curriculum? 
• Have you had to alter the pace in which you deliver the curriculum in order to meet all the 
students’ needs? 
• Does the curriculum align with what is asked on the Stanford Achievement Test? 
• Does the curriculum align with what is asked on the MCAS? 
• Does the curriculum align with the mathematics series you use? 
• Does the curriculum align with the reading series you use? 
Modifications 
• What other types of modifications have you made in your classroom to meet the general 
education students’ needs? 
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• What other types of modifications have you made in your classroom to meet the students with 
disabilities’ needs? 
Resources 
• Do you have enough resources in your classroom to meet all the students’ needs? 
• Do you have enough staff in your classroom to meet all the students’ needs? 
Teaching strategies 
• What teaching strategies do you use to meet the needs of general education students in your 
classroom? 
• What teaching strategies do you use to meet the needs of students with disabilities in your 
classroom? 
Teacher’s Expectations of General Education Students 
• What are your expectations of the general education students? 
What do you expect them to learn? 
How do you know they are learning? 
How do students know they are learning? 
Student Performance/Progress 
Variables Affecting Progress 
• In your opinion, what variables do you believe affect the general education students’ academic 
progress in inclusion classrooms? 
In partial inclusion classrooms? 
In non-inclusion classrooms? 
• In your opinion, what variables do you believe affect the general education students social 
progress in inclusion classrooms? 
In partial inclusion classrooms? 
In non-inclusion classrooms? 
Effectiveness of Inclusion 
• How effective do you think inclusion is with the general education students? 
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Academic Proqress/Effects of Inclusion 
• Do inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general education 
students? 
• Do partial inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If 
so, how? 
What are the effects of partial inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general 
education students? 
• Do non-inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If 
so, how? 
What are the effects of non-inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general 
education students? 
Social Prooress/Effects of Inclusion 
• Do inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, how? 
What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
• Do partial inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of partial inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
• Do non-inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of non-inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
Successful ness of Students 
• Are general education students successful academically in reading in inclusion classrooms? 
How is academic success in reading measured? 
Are general education students more successful academically in reading in partial inclusion 
classrooms or non-inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms? If so, why? What is the 
basis of your opinion? 
167 
• Are general education students successful academically in mathematics in inclusion 
classrooms? How is academic success in mathematics measured? 
Are general education students more successful academically in mathematics in partial inclusion 
classrooms or non-inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms? If so, why? What is the basis 
of your opinion? 
Are general education students successful socially in inclusion classrooms? How is social 
success measured? 
Are general education students more successful socially in partial inclusion classrooms or non¬ 
inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms? If so, why? What is the basis of your opinion? 
• Please describe the academic progress of_(name of individual student 
participant) during 1997-98 in your classroom. Did he/she make the academic achievement you 
hoped he/she would? What variables or factors do you believe helped or hindered his/her 
achievement? 
• Please comment on the social progress of_(name of individual student 
participant) during 1997-98 in your classroom. Did he/she make the social achievement you 
hoped he/she would? What variables or factors do you believe helped or hindered his/her 
achievement? 
Teacher Time and Attention 
• Do you need to take time and attention away from general education students in order to meet 
the needs of students with disabilities in your classroom? 
If so, in what ways is time and attention taken away from the general education students? 
Advantages/Disadvantages of Inclusion to the General Education Students 
• What are the benefits/advantages of inclusion to general education students in the following 
areas: academic, social, behavioral, and personal 
• What are the disadvantages of inclusion to general education students in the following areas: 
academic, social, behavioral, and personal 
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APPENDIX D (cont.) 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Principal’s Interview Questions 
Please keep 2nd and 4th grade during 1997-98 in mind when answering these 
questions. 
Inclusion Implementation 
• What is the process for placing students with disabilities in general education classrooms? 
• What are the goals of the inclusion program for your school? 
• How is inclusion implemented at your school? 
Are you satisfied with how inclusion is implemented at your school? 
Is it successful? 
What makes inclusion successful? 
How should inclusion be implemented ideally? 
• Which model best meets the needs of all students in the general education classrooms: 
inclusion, pull-out, or a combination? Why? 
• This is a copy of the Inclusion Plan 2000+, what is your opinion regarding the effectiveness of 
this plan? 
Should inclusion have been implemented differently across the district? If so, please explain. 
Principal Preparedness 
• How many years experience do you have as a principal? 
• In what areas are you certified? 
• How much training have you received in inclusion? 
• Do you have enough training in inclusion? If not, in what areas do you need more? 
• What is your perception of your competence in implementing inclusion in your school? 
• What is your attitude toward inclusion? 
Classroom Experiences 
• Suppose I was a general education student in one of your teacher s classrooms, tell me what 
type of academic activities I would participate in with students with disabilities? 
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Suppose I was a general education student in one of your teacher’s classrooms, tell me what 
type of social activities I would participate in with students with disabilities? 
• Suppose I was in a general education classroom during a reading lesson in 2nd or 4th grade, 
what would I see happening? 
What would the teacher be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
What would the students with disabilities be doing? 
• Suppose I was in a general education classroom during a mathematics lesson in 2nd or 4th 
grade, what would I see happening? 
/ 
What would the teacher be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
What would the students with disabilities be doing? 
Curriculum 
• Have your teachers needed to modify the curriculum in their classrooms to meet all students’ 
needs? If so, how? 
• How far have they gone in the curriculum? 
• Have they had to alter the pace in which they deliver the curriculum in order to meet all the 
students’ needs? 
• Does the curriculum align with what is asked on the Stanford Achievement Test? 
• Does the curriculum align with what is asked on the MCAS? 
• Does the curriculum align with the mathematics series your teachers use? 
• Does the curriculum align with the reading series your teachers use? 
Assessment 
• In an inclusion classroom, should students with disabilities take the MCAS with the rest of the 
class? Please explain your answer. 
• Do you think the participation of students with disabilities in MCAS, regardless of the 
accommodations made for these students, will have an impact on school and district scores? 
If so, how? 
• How should students with disabilities’ scores be reported on the MCAS? 
With the whole class? or Separately? Please explain your answer. 
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• In an inclusion classroom, should students with disabilities take the Stanford’s with the rest of 
the class? Please explain your answer. 
• How should students with disabilities scores be reported on the Stanford Achievement Test? 
With the whole class? or Separately? 
Please explain your answer. 
• Ideally, how should students with disabilities be assessed in an inclusion classroom? 
Modifications 
• What other types of modifications (other than curriculum modifications) have teachers made in 
their classrooms to meet the general education students’ needs? 
• What other types of modifications (other than curriculum modifications) have teachers made in 
their classrooms to meet the students with disabilities’ needs? 
Resources 
• Do you have enough resources in your school to meet all the students’ needs? 
• Do you have enough staff in your school to meet all the students’ needs? 
Teaching strategies 
• What teaching strategies do teachers use to meet the needs of general education students in 
your school? 
• What teaching strategies do teachers use to meet the needs of students with disabilities in your 
school? 
Principal’s Expectations of General Education Students 
• What are your expectations of the general education students? 
What do you expect them to learn? 
How do you know they are learning? 
How do students know they are learning? 
Student Performance/Progress 
Variables Affecting Progress 
• In your opinion, what variables do you believe affect the general education students academic 
progress in inclusion classrooms? 
In partial inclusion classrooms? 
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In non-inclusion classrooms? 
• In your opinion, what variables do you believe affect the general education students’ social 
progress in inclusion classrooms? 
In partial inclusion classrooms? 
In non-inclusion classrooms? 
Effectiveness of Inclusion 
• How effective do you think inclusion is with the general education students? 
Academic Proaress/Effects of Inclusion 
• Do inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general education 
students? 
• Do partial inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If 
so, how? 
What are the effects of partial inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general 
education students? 
• Do non-inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If 
so, how? 
What are the effects of non-inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general 
education students? 
Social Proaress/Effects of Inclusion 
• Do inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, how? 
What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
• Do partial inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of partial inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
• Do non-inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
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What are the effects of non-inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
Successfulness of Students 
• Are general education students successful academically in reading in inclusion classrooms? 
How is academic success in reading measured? 
Are general education students more successful academically in reading in partial inclusion 
classrooms or non-inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms? If so, why? What is the 
basis of your opinion? 
• Are general education students successful academically in mathematics in inclusion 
classrooms? How is academic success in mathematics measured? 
Are general education students more successful academically in mathematics in partial inclusion 
classrooms or non-inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms? If so, why? What is the 
basis of your opinion? 
• Are general education students successful socially in inclusion classrooms? How is social 
success measured? 
Are general education students more successful socially in partial inclusion classrooms or non¬ 
inclusion classrooms than in inclusion classrooms? If so, why? What is the basis of your opinion? 
Teacher Time and Attention 
• Do teachers need to take time and attention away from general education students in order to 
meet the needs of students with disabilities in their classrooms? 
If so, in what ways is time and attention taken away from the general education students? 
Advantages/Disadvantages of Inclusion to the General Education Students 
• What are the benefits/advantages of inclusion to general education students in the following 
areas: academic, social, behavioral, and personal 
• What are the disadvantages of inclusion to general education students in the following areas: 
academic, social, behavioral, and personal 
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APPENDIX D (cont.) 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
General Education Parents’ Interview Questions 
Please answer these questions based on Grade Two and Grade Four during 1997-98, 
depending on which grade your child was in at that time. 
Inclusion Implementation 
• What is your definition of inclusion? 
Of an inclusion classroom? 
Of a partial inclusion classroom? 
Of a non-inclusion classroom? 
• Was your child in an inclusion, partial inclusion, or non-inclusion classroom during 1997-98? 
• What are the goals of the inclusion program for your child’s school? 
• How is inclusion implemented at your child’s school? 
Are you satisfied with how inclusion is implemented at your child’s school? 
Is it successful? 
What makes inclusion successful at your child’s school? 
How should inclusion be implemented ideally at your child’s school? 
• How is inclusion implemented in your child’s classroom? 
Are you satisfied with how inclusion is implemented in your child’s classroom? 
Is it successful? 
What makes inclusion successful in your child’s classroom? 
How should inclusion be implemented ideally in your child’s classroom? 
• What is your attitude toward inclusion? 
• Do you prefer your child to be in an inclusion, partial inclusion, or non-inclusion classroom? 
Why? 
• Which model best meets the needs of all students in a general education classroom: inclusion, 
pull-out, or a combination of inclusion and pull-out? Why? 
• This is a copy of the district’s Inclusion Plan 2000+, are you familiar with it? 
Should inclusion have been implemented differently across the district? If so, please explain. 
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Student Experiences 
• What type of academic activities does your child participate in with students with disabilities? 
• What type of social activities does your child participate in with students with disabilities? 
• Does your child have a friend with disabilities? 
• Does your child see him/herself different from a child with disabilities? 
Modifications 
• Did the general education teacher have to make any modifications in her classroom to meet 
your child’s needs? 
Resources 
• Were there enough resources in your child’s classroom to meet your child’s needs? 
• Were there enough resources in your child’s classroom to meet all the students’ needs? 
• Was there enough staff in your child’s classroom to meet your child’s needs? 
• Was there enough staff in your child’s classroom to meet all the students’ needs? 
Teaching Strategies 
• What teaching strategies did your child’s teacher use to meet your child’s needs? 
Parent’s Expectations 
• What were your expectations of your child? 
What did you expect your child to learn? 
Did your child meet your expectations? 
How did you know if your child was learning? 
Student Performance/Progress 
Variables Affecting Progress 
• In your opinion, what variables do you believe affect the general education students academic 
progress in inclusion classrooms? 
In partial inclusion classrooms? 
In non-inclusion classrooms? 
• In your opinion, what variables do you believe affect the general education students social 
progress in inclusion classrooms? 
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In partial inclusion classrooms? 
In non-inclusion classrooms? 
Successful ness of Student 
• Was your child successful academically in reading? How was academic success in reading 
measured? 
• Was your child successful academically in mathematics? How was academic success in 
mathematics measured? 
• Was your child successful socially? How was social success measured? 
Effectiveness of Inclusion 
• How effective do you think inclusion is with the general education students? 
Academic Prooress/Effects of Inclusion 
• Do inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general education 
students? 
• Do partial inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If 
so, how? 
What are the effects of partial inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general 
education students? 
• Do non-inclusion classrooms affect the academic progress of general education students? If 
so, how? 
What are the effects of non-inclusion classrooms on the academic progress of general 
education students? 
Social Prooress/Effects of Inclusion 
• Do inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, how? 
What are the effects of inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
• Do partial inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
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What are the effects of partial inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
• Do non-inclusion classrooms affect the social progress of general education students? If so, 
how? 
What are the effects of non-inclusion classrooms on the social progress of general education 
students? 
Please describe the academic progress of_(name of individual student 
participant) during 1997-98. Did he/she make the academic achievement you hoped he/she 
would? What variables or factors do you believe helped or hindered his/her achievement? 
Please describe the social progress of_(name of individual student 
participant) during 1997-98? Did he/she make the social achievement you hoped he/she would? 
What variables or factors do you believe helped or hindered his/her achievement? 
Teacher Time and Attention 
• Do you know if your child’s teacher had to take time and attention away from the general 
education students in order to meet the needs of students with disabilities in the classroom? 
If so, in what ways is time and attention taken away from the general education students? 
Advantages/Disadvantages of Inclusion to the General Education Students 
• What are the benefits/advantages of inclusion to general education students in the following 
areas: academic, social, behavioral, and personal 
• What are the disadvantages of inclusion to general education students in the following areas: 
academic, social, behavioral, and personal 
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APPENDIX D (cont.) 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
General Education Students’ Interview Question 
Please keep Grade Two (or Grade Four) in mind when you are answering these 
questions. 
• Do you know what inclusion means? 
• Was there any students with disabilities in your classroom during 1997-98? 
• Do you prefer to be in a classroom with students with disabilities or a classroom with students 
without disabilities? Why? 
• Do you have a friend with disabilities? 
• Do you see yourself as the same or different from that student? In what ways? 
• Do any students disrupt the class? In what ways? 
• What type of academic activities do you participate in with students with disabilities? 
• What type of social activities do you participate in with students with disabilities? 
• Do you get enough help from your teacher in your classroom? 
• How does your teacher help you in your classroom? 
• How does your teacher help students’ with disabilities in your classroom? 
• Did your teacher have to take time and attention away from you and the other students in order 
to give time to the students with disabilities? 
• In what ways did the teacher have to give time and attention to students with disabilities? 
• What did you expect to learn in 2nd (or 4th) grade? 
Did you learn what you expected to? 
How did you know you were learning? 
• Were you successful in reading? 
How do you know you were successful? 
• Were you successful in mathematics? 
How do you know you were successful? 
• Were students with disabilities successful in reading? 
178 
How do you know they were successful? 
• Were students with disabilities successful in mathematics? 
How do you know they were successful? 
• Suppose I was in your classroom during a reading lesson, what would I see happening? 
What would you be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
What would the students with disabilities be doing? 
• Suppose I was in your classroom during a mathematics lesson, what would I see happening? 
What would you be doing? 
What would the general education students be doing? 
What would the students with disabilities be doing? 
• Is it good to have students with disabilities in your classroom? Why or why not? 
179 
APPENDIX E 
STUDENT ASSESSMENT INVENTORY 
Student’s name:_Grade:_ 
General Education Teacher’s name:_Date:_ 
Please read each statement and choose the response that most closely describes your opinion 
as to how often the student exhibits the behavior/skill expressed in the statement. Next, circle 
the rating which most closely represents your assessment of the student’s progress during 1997- 
98 regarding that statement. 
1. Takes responsibility for his/her actions. Always Often 
Progress: Excellent 
Occasionally 
Very Good 
Seldom Never 
Good Fair Poor 
2. Attends to tasks. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
3. Follows directions. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
4. Understands academic expectations Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
of him/her. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
5. Interacts appropriately with peers. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
6. Exhibits appropriate behavior. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
7. Understands classroom rules. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
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8. Abides by classroom rules. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
9. Accepts consequences of his/her Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
behavior. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
10. Is eager to help others. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Pmr 
11. Is cooperative. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
12. Takes an interest in school. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
13. Respects authority. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
14. Is courteous. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
15. Is able to control emotions. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
16. Is easily frustrated. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
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17. Is organized. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
18. Completes classwork. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Gmrl Fair Pnnr 
19. Is eager to learn. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent .Very Good Good Fair Pmr 
20. Completes homework. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
21. Exhibits effortin completing work. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair E@6r 
22. Has good work habits. Always Often > Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
23. Completes assignments neatly. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
24. Participates appropriately in Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
cooperative learning groups/activities. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
25. Participates orally in class. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
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26. Works well with a peer tutor/buddy 
(if he/she has one). 
Always Often Occasionally Seldom 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Gmri 
Never 
Fair Poor 
27. Works well as a peer tutor/buddy Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
(if he/she is one). 
Progress: Excellenl t Very Good Good Fair Poor 
28. Learns from role models in class. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
29. Is working to his/her potential in Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
reading. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
30. Is working to his/her potential in Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
mathematics. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
31. Applies basic skills in his/ Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
her work. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
32. Applies problem solving skills Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
in his/her work. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
33. Applies critical thinking skills Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
in his/her work. 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
34. Accepts criticism well. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
35. Accepts praise well. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
183 
36. Thinks positively about 
him/herself. 
Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Progress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
37. Takes pride in accomplishments. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Proaress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
38. Is self-confident. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Proaress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
39. Accepts peers who are different Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
from him/herself. 
Proaress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
40. Exhibits good judgment. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Proaress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
41. Acts in an age-appropriate 
manner. 
Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Proaress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
42. Self-monitors his/her work. Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Proaress: Excellent Verv Good Good Fair Poor 
43. Applies knowledge to real 
world situations. 
Always Often Occasionally Seldom Never 
Proaress: Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor 
184 
APPENDIX F 
Carl... 
Taylor... 
Rosalind... 
Grace... 
Meredith... 
Shaina... 
Shirley... 
Jennifer... 
Dara... 
Brittany... 
PROFILES 
had eight years experience as principal of Lainsbrook School at the time 
of the study. He has a Master’s degree in Education and is certified as a teacher 
and principal in grades early childhood through eight. He was a Title I Director and 
Title I mathematics teacher for thirteen years prior to the study. 
is a Grade Two teacher of an inclusion classroom. She has a Master’s degree in 
Education and is dual certified in elementary and special education. She has 
three years experience as a Resource Room teacher and two years experience 
teaching in an inclusion classroom as a special education teacher. She has an 
additional two years experience in an inclusion classroom as a general education 
teacher. 
is a Grade Two teacher of a partial inclusion classroom. She has a Bachelor’s 
degree in Education and is certified in elementary education. She has taught at 
the elementary level for twenty-five years as a general education teacher. She 
also has experience teaching a combined classroom of Grade One and Grade 
Two. 
is a Grade Two teacher of a non-inclusion classroom. She has a Bachelor’s 
degree in Education and is certified in elementary education. She has taught at 
the elementary level for twenty years as a general education teacher. 
is a Grade Four teacher of an inclusion classroom. She has a Bachelor’s degree in 
Social Work and a post-baccalaureate certification in elementary education. She 
has six years experience as a Grade Four teacher. 
is a Grade Four Teacher of a non-inclusion classroom. She has a Master’s degree 
plus thirty credits in Education and is certified in elementary education. She has 
four years experience as a Title I mathematics teacher and Grade Four teacher. 
is the mother of a second grade son who was in an inclusion classroom. He was a 
participant in the quantitative section, but was not interviewed. Shirley also had 
a son who was in a fourth grade inclusion classroom to whom she referred in the 
interview. He did not participate in the interviews or the quantitative section. 
is the mother of a second grade daughter, Miranda, who was in a non-inclusion 
classroom. 
is the mother of a fourth grade daughter, Lucille, who was in an inclusion 
classroom. 
is the mother of a fourth grade son, Alex, who was in a non-inclusion classroom. 
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